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ABSTRACT 
AN EVALUATION OF THE PROCESS AND OUTCOMES OF TEACHER 
COLLABORATION IN VOCABULARY INSTRUCTION 
 
MAY 2010 
 
JOANNE MORGAN, B.A., UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN ANN ARBOR 
 
M.ED., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST 
 
Ph.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST 
 
Directed by: Professor Rebecca Gajda and Professor John M. Hintze 
 
The current case study evaluates a program of professional development aimed 
at engaging two groups of elementary teachers in communities of practice (CoPs) 
focused on improving teachers‟ vocabulary instruction and students‟ vocabulary 
learning. The professional development program took place over five months in the 
2008-2009 school year. The purpose of the evaluation was to evaluate the merit and 
worth of the professional development program and identify changes that could be 
implemented by the primary evaluator in future efforts to develop and refine an 
effective method for teaching teachers about vocabulary instruction. An explanatory 
case study design was used to achieve a deep understanding of the program using both 
quantitative and qualitative data analyses. The evaluation measured aspects of 
collaborative practices engaged in by teachers over the course of the program, as well as 
teachers‟ instructional practices and students‟ leanring before and after program 
implementation. Evaluation questions were designed to explore the theory that teacher 
collaboration leads to increases in teacher knowledge and skills, which in turn lead to 
increases in teachers‟ classroom use of new knowledge and skills, which ultimately lead 
to increases in student achievement. Overall, the evaluation was successful in that it was 
vii 
able to clearly describe the collaborative practices engaged in by teachers, provide 
evidence of teacher and student learning, and provide extensive insights into changes 
and improvements that were then implemented in an extension to the CoP in the same 
district during the subsequent school year. Additionally, the evaluation uncovered key 
variables that may act to impede teacher collaboration. 
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CHAPTER 1 
 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
Introduction 
Collaboration is viewed by researchers, practitioners, and professional 
organizations as a foundational element of effective professional development for 
teachers. The following literature review highlights the theory behind teacher 
collaboration, the essential elements of teacher collaboration, and the research 
supporting teacher collaboration as an effective form of professional development. 
Following the literature on teacher collaboration, the review shifts its focus to an area of 
teacher learning in need of further development: the improvement of vocabulary 
instruction. Research on effective vocabulary instruction is presented, as well as the 
rationale for applying the practice of teacher collaboration to the problem of 
disseminating knowledge to teachers about effective vocabulary instruction aimed at 
improving students‟ learning outcomes. Concluding sections outline the current 
evaluation of a program of professional development organized to engage teachers in 
collaborative inquiry about vocabulary instruction, and present evaluation questions. 
Adult Learning Theory 
The National Staff Development Council (2005) describes staff developers‟ 
knowledge and use of adult learning theory, including a focus on teacher collaboration, 
as essential aspects of any staff development initiative. Adult learning theorists have 
argued that adult learning situations, such as in-service staff development for teachers, 
often fail because they do not adequately acknowledge and make use of the differences 
between children's learning and adult learning (Ingalls, 1973; Knowles, 1984; Robles, 
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1998). A primary difference is that adult learners typically have a well-developed sense 
of self-concept, are self-driven, and take responsibility for their own decisions (Ingalls, 
1973; Knowles, 1984; Terehoff, 2002). Beyond focusing on highly scripted curricula, 
teacher professional development should explore opportunities for teachers to make 
their own data-based decisions about how to incorporate newly learned skills and 
knowledge into their classroom practice. Specifically, Sparks and Hirsh (2000), in 
calling for a national plan for improving professional development, warn against the 
creation of professional development programs that take a technical skills approach to 
teacher learning, “producing „teacher-proof‟ materials and prepackaged lessons that 
spell out everything the teacher is to say and do” (p. 3).  
In learning situations, adults are typically task-oriented, interested in knowing 
why they need to learn the content being presented and how it will apply to actual 
problems they encounter in their lives. In creating an appropriate balance of teacher 
autonomy and data-based accountability, staff developers must move teachers beyond 
relying disproportionately on experiential knowledge, supporting them in reflecting on 
experiential knowledge critically, in the same way one might view knowledge learned 
from research (Eraut, 1995). The International Reading Association (2003), for 
instance, recommends that teachers be able to articulate the evidence base related to 
instructional practices in reading. 
Finally, adult learning theory emphasizes that teachers come to learning 
situations with well-developed learning histories, having accumulated a wealth of 
knowledge through past experience (Knowles, 1984). A competency-based approach to 
teacher professional development needs to acknowledge the importance of teachers‟ 
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past experiences, as teachers‟ current knowledge and skills can support them in 
pursuing new learning (Smylie & Conyers, 1991; Terehoff, 2002). Teachers can be 
supported both in integrating their own past understandings with new content in 
professional development and in sharing with and using the experiences of colleagues in 
extending their learning. Research on teacher collaboration highlights the importance of 
acknowledging and making use of the knowledge and skills teachers bring to 
professional learning experiences, as well as the inherently social aspect of productive 
teacher learning. 
Situated Learning 
The study of teacher collaboration is grounded in the theory of situated learning, 
which descrbes learning as “an integral and inseparable aspect of social practice” (Lave 
& Wenger, 1991; p. 31). Education researchers have pointed to the isolation of teachers 
in independent, rather than interdependent, practice as a barrier to realizing the potential 
of teachers‟ work (Little, 1990; Pounder, 1998), with Little, Gearhart, and Kafka 
(2003), noting that the “culture of isolation, privacy, and noninterference prevents 
teachers from getting around to the hard work of improving instruction” (p. 188). 
Situated learning theory, as applied to education and teacher professional development, 
espouses the importance of teachers taking an inquiry stance toward their practice 
(Alexander & Murphy, 1998; Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 1999). An inquiry stance moves 
beyond the notion of activities aimed at solving individual problems, to a way of 
thinking about teaching as ongoing reflective practice (Slavit & Nelson, 2009). Drago-
Severson (2004) describes two interrelated conceptions underlying reflective practice: 
purposefulness, or the notion that effective teachers know why they do what they do as 
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a result of their ongoing attention to student learning needs; and mindfulness, or 
teachers‟ awareness of themselves as practitioners who learn by questioning and 
reflecting on what works well relative to improving student learning (p. 108). 
Communities of Practice 
Research describing communities of practice draws on both situated learning 
theory and reflective inquiry. The concept of community of practice (CoP) originated in 
the study of learning in specific occupational groups (e.g., architects, tailors; Lave & 
Wenger, 1991, Wenger, 1998; Wesley & Buyesse, 2001). As applied to the field of 
education, school-based communities of practice describe “small teams of teachers with 
common interests helping one another learn about their own learning” (Witmer & 
Melnick, 2007, p. 28), toward the ultimate goal of improving student learning. The 
essential features of communities of practice are mutual engagement of participants, a 
shared repertoire of knowledge and skills, and negotiation of a joint enterprise (Wenger, 
1998; Wesley & Buyesse, 2001). CoPs describe groups that are purposeful about 
building and maintaining interdependent professional relationships as they engage in 
common learning (Lave & Wenger, 1991; Wenger, 1998). As noted by Gajda and 
Koliba (2008), CoPs “form the basic building block of a school‟s larger professional 
learning community” (p. 137). 
A number of studies have documented the development of CoPs in K-12 
schools. In an early example, Englert and Tarrant (1995) described a professional 
development initiative organized around teachers learning and implementing effective 
reading strategies for struggling readers in the primary grades. The CoP included four 
Special Education teachers from one school who volunteered to participate in the 
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intiative, as well as university researchers. Starting in the fall with an initial workshop 
presenting foundational information about effective reading strategies, the initiative 
continued throughout one school year, with team members meeting regulary to learn 
new instructional strategies through videotaped model lessons and discuss their 
implementation of new strategies with their students. Englert and Tarrant (1995) 
documented teachers‟ use of a variety of new instructional strategies over the course of 
their collaborative work, and noted that teachers learned most in curriculum areas in 
which they had the greatest needs and interests. Palincsar, Magnusson, Marano, Ford, 
and Brown, (1998) described a CoP focused on the teaching of science to young 
children, involving 18 elementary teachers recruited from 14 schools in six districts, as 
well as a science educator and an university-based researcher. The professional 
development sequence engaged in by CoP members included a weeklong summer 
institute in which they experienced a new science curriculum as learners; a second 
weeklong summer institute in which members collaboratively planned and implemented 
lessons based on the new curriculum with students from a summer school prorgram; a 
1-2 week period of teachers implementing the curriculum in their own classrooms, with 
observations and from the science educator and researcher; and twice monthly meetings 
in which indivdual teachers shared their experiences in implementing the new 
curriculum. Palincsar et al. (1998) noted that a key component in the development of 
the CoP was the inclusion of members with diverse areas of expertise, as they served to 
positively influence the community‟s intellectual resources. 
More recent examinations of school-based communities of practice have 
included a study by Akerson, Cullen, and Hanson (2009), who described a CoP 
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organized around improving elementary science instruction for 17 participating K-6 
teachers representing nine schools in three districts. The teachers engaged in a summer 
workshop, followed by eight monthly workshops during the school year, and 
researchers found that most teachers changed their views of science teaching through 
the course of their participation, with many teachers also changing their teaching 
practices to reflect their new leanring. In reporting on a large-scale evaluation of CoPs 
focused on improving reading instruction for teachers of adolescents, the Academy for 
Educational Development (2007) described a three-year project involving nine sites 
implementing the National Writing Project‟s National Reading Initiative. CoP practices 
across the sites were varied, although all schools were expected to implement inquiry-
based professional development initiatives focused on increasing student learning. The 
initiave also involved collaboration with university-based researchers, who acted as 
advisory support personnel to schools and districts. Results of the evaluation pointed to 
the importance of “reiterating inquiry goals early and often,” as some teams struggled to 
focus their professional development activities in their first year of implementation. In a 
study of elementary teachers engaged in peer-led book study, Reilly (2008) described 
four elementary teachers who formed a community of practice by engaging in 
collaborative discussions about pre-referral interventions for struggling students. In 
documenting the development of the CoP, Reilly (2008) noted that the teachers began 
their work together with goals related to discussing the concepts provided in the book, 
but over the course of their eight weekly meetings expanded their activities to 
implementing newly learned strategies and bringing them back to the book group for 
discussion and evaluation. Although Reilly‟s (2008) description of the CoP did not 
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include teacher or student learning outcomes, it highlighted the central importance of 
the process of engaging in goal-oriented dialogue aimed at improving student learning 
outcomes. Saunders, Goldenberg, and Gallimore (2009), in what may be the first quasi-
experimental study of links between teacher teams and student achievement, studied the 
implementation of CoPs in nine elementary schools over the course of three years, 
compared with six control schools. Grade-level teams of teachers met two to three times 
per month, with meetings focused on improving student learning outcomes, and 
students in experimental schools demonstrated increased average achievement on state 
reading and math assessments over the course of the study. In describing the 
implementation of CoPs in the experimental schools, Saunders et al. (2009) pointed to 
the importance of external assistance in helping teacher teams focus more explicitly on 
improving student achievment. 
Studies of communities of practice have shown that engaging teams of teachers 
in dialogue around improving student achievement has been found to be associated with 
increases in student achievement, with at least one quasi-experimental study indicating 
potentially causal links between CoPs and student learning outcomes (Saunders et al., 
2009). The following section outlines the central component of communities of practice 
– teacher collaboration – and presents information regarding the key elements of 
effective, goal-oriented collaboration. 
Teacher Collaboration 
Teacher collaboration is the fundamental building block on which individuals 
within schools build communities of practice. Gajda and Koliba (2007), in distilling the 
research literature on effective intraorganizational collaboration, identified shared 
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purpose and a cycle of inquiry as key components. As described by Goodlad, Mantle-
Bromley, and Goodlad (2004), a cycle of inquiry is a problem-solving process whereby 
collaborators engage in dialogue regarding varied pedagogical practices; make 
evidence-based decisions about which practices to use; take action by implementing 
new practices; and systematically evaluate those practices in terms of merit or worth. As 
teachers engage in new learning, they will require sufficient time for reflection and 
consideration of how to apply new knowledge to their own classrooms (Drago-
Severson, 2004). Costa and Kallick (2000) described reflection as allowing adult 
learners to enrich their understanding of new knowledge through the insights of others, 
and understand how new knowledge applies to their own practice, including making 
necessary modifications. In addition, learners may commit more fully to new practices 
they have used and reflected upon in depth (Costa & Kallick, 2000). 
Studies involving collaboration in professional development have documented 
high acceptability by teachers, and a sense that working together improves teacher 
practices and attitudes toward work (Singh & McMillan, 2002; York-Barr, Ghere, & 
Sommerness, 2007). Little (1990) noted that collaboration comes in many forms, 
ranging from storytelling among teachers to sharing materials, methods and ideas to 
working jointly in the classroom, and advocates for meaningful collaboration focused 
on research-based instruction linked to improved student learning in order to avoid 
“reinforcement of poorly formed habit(s)” (p. 525) through superficial collaborative 
efforts. Narrowly defined, collaboration in schools is “the systematic process in which 
we work to analyze and impact professional practice in order to improve our individual 
and collective results” (DuFour, 2003, p. 13). Such a definition allows teachers and 
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other stakeholders to move beyond congeniality and toward meaningful interdependent 
collaboration resulting in greater student achievement (DuFour, 2003; Little, 1999). As 
noted by Little (1990), collaboration involves joint work, including “teachers‟ decisions 
to pursue a single course of action in concert or, altertnatively, to decide on a set of 
basic priorities that in turn guide the independent choices of individual teachers” (p. 
519).  
Linking Collaboration with Student Achievement 
The most important outcome of teacher professional development is increased 
student learning and achievement. Although many researchers and policymakers in the 
field of staff development point to collaboration as a promising practice in increasing 
teachers‟ use of new skills and improving student learning, studies linking collaboration 
with student outcomes have been relatively limited. Specifically, studies often lack 
adequate information about the nature of teachers‟ collaborative practices, or identify 
multiple additional mediating variables correlated with student achievement. One 
source of studies linking teacher collaboration with student achievement comes from 
the effective schools research, a decades-long endeavor to delineate the fundamental 
aspects of schools that allow them to meet or exceed expected student outcomes 
(Lezotte & Jacoby, 1991). Research on effective schools is fueled by the belief that it is 
not just individual teachers or curricula that determine the effectiveness of schools, but 
also the quality of the organizations in which teaching and learning occurs (Showers & 
Showers, 1988). Studies have included relatively small-scale projects, in which 
researchers identified a small number of schools achieving beyond expectations given 
their status as high-poverty schools (Chance & Segura, 2009; Clubine, Knight, 
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Schneider, & Smith, 2001; Craig et al., 2005; Hair, Kraft, & Allen, 2001; Kannapel & 
Clements, 2005; Little, 1982; Mindish, Sullivan, Stiklaltis, & Baireuther, 2008; 
Norwood, 2002; U.S. Department of Education, 1999; Williams et al., 2006), and 
evaluated potential organizational factors leading to their successes, including the use of 
collaboration among school faculty. Little (1982), for example, conducted an 
ethnography of six schools, four of which were comparatively more successful with 
respect to student learning outcomes, with respect to variables that afforded teachers 
continued opportunities for “learning on the job.” Results of her study indicated that the 
degree of teacher learning in a school, as measured by teacher survey data on the 
primary sources of their teaching ideas (e.g., from teachers‟ own problem-solving vs 
from other teachers, teaching magazines, or organized workshops or conferences) is 
correlated with student achievement, as measured by standardized reading and math 
assessments. Larger-scale studies have evaluated organizational factors, such as teacher 
collaboration, in large sets of schools, while documenting important outcome variables 
including student achievement (e.g. Goddard, Goddard, & Tschannen-Moran, 2007; 
Joint Legislative Review Commission of the Virginia General Assembly, 2004; 
Rosenholtz, 1989). Both types of studies have found schools with higher reported levels 
of teacher collaboration, along with other key organizational factors, to be more likely 
to achieve higher student learning outcomes, with most studies focusing on secondary 
schools. For example, Mindish et al. (2008) documented the journey of one high school 
to improve its achievement test scores in reading and math. As in many of the studies of 
the practices of effective schools, the authors identified a number of important factors, 
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in this case including teacher collaboration around developing common curriculum as 
well as increased summer and after-school tutoring, as key elements of their success. 
Evaluation of teacher collaboration has also included a number of case study 
examples documenting increases in student achievement in the context of teacher 
collaboration. Many of these studies have documented teacher collaboration at the 
secondary level. For example, Strahan and Hedt (2009) evaluated the case of two 
middle schools in which classroom teachers engaged in co-teaching and collaboration 
with literacy coaches over the course of a three-year study, and documented student 
growth on both reading and math statewide assessements. Heath (2005) evaluated five 
high schools over a three-year period that had received federal assistance to create small 
learning communities within their schools. Outcomes of this study included 
improvements in school climate, student dropout rates and attendence, and grade 
completion. Fovargue (2008) conducted a quasi-experimental study of ninth grade math 
teachers in one high school who engaged in a number of professional development 
activities, including book study groups on teacher teaming, workshops on effective 
classroom management, and weekly meetings during common planning periods to build 
common assessments and review data. Results of her investigation indicated that 
teachers made use of only some of the strategies learned in their professional 
development activities, and students did not demonstrate increased achievement on 
math assessments. 
Studies involving elementary schools included an evaluation by Zeppieri (2008) 
of elementary Spanish teachers in one school who collaborated to write and implement 
new curriculum, with data indicating that students‟ achievement on language 
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proficiency exams increased over the course of the study. Taylor and Pearson (2004) 
studied eight elementary schools engaged in collaborative study to increase teachers‟ 
understanding of reading instruction with the goal of improving students‟ reading 
achievement. Teachers engaged in a series of professional development activities, 
including collaborative study groups focused on reading research-based articles about 
effective reading instruction, and watching and discussing videos of effective practice. 
Additionally, teachers received feedback on their instructional practices three times 
during the study, based on classroom observations. In summarizing the results of their 
study, Taylor and Pearson (2004) cited links between teacher instruction and student 
achievement. In discussing the importance of the teacher study groups, the authors 
stated that they “helped teachers develop common instructional language across 
grades,” (p. 175), but did not cite collaborative inquiry as a specific factor in improving 
student achievement. Again, many of the case studies presented here did not document 
the process of collaboration in detail, and relied heavily on teachers‟ perceptions of 
collaborative practices in making conclusions about their implementation. As a final 
example of a study attempting to infer a link between collaboration and student 
achievement, York-Barr et al. (2007) evaluated collaboration in the form of co-teaching 
between general education and English Language Education teachers in one urban 
elementary school, and documented the process of collaboration through a variety of 
qualitative data sources, including field notes of collaborative team meetings, workshop 
observations, and structured group and individual interviews. Over the course of the 
study, students‟ performance on state math and reading assessments increased 
significantly. Importantly, York-Barr, Ghere, and Sommerness (2007) also documented 
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that the school was beginning to implement increased inclusion of English Language 
Learners in general education classrooms, another important organizational factor that 
may have contributed to the increase in student achievement.  
Summary of Teacher Collaboration 
As described in the preceding literature review, teacher collaboration is an 
established component of effective professional development. Although research on the 
effects of teacher collaboration has not demonstrated strong causal links between 
collaboration and student achievement, multiple studies have documented the co-
existence of teacher collaboration and high or increased student achievement. The 
following sections describe an area of teacher learning in need of further development: 
the improvement of vocabulary instruction. 
Vocabulary Instruction 
The following sections will outline the educational imperative of explicitly 
teaching vocabulary in the elementary grades, as well as the need for effective 
professional development for teachers on how to implement research-supported 
instructional practices and strategies with respect to vocabularly, guided specifically by 
the findings on teacher collaboration presented above. 
The Importance of Teaching Vocabulary 
Reading ability is arguably the most important academic outcome of any 
student‟s elementary education. In order to succeed both in school and in life, students 
must be fluent in the fundamental components of reading, including both decoding and 
text comprehension skills. In a comprehensive review of the research on reading 
instruction, the National Reading Panel (2000) identified five essential components of 
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reading ability, including phonics, phonemic awareness, fluency, vocabulary, and 
comprehension. In the early elementary grades, phonics, phonemic awareness and 
fluency instruction support students in learning the mechanics of decoding and reading 
connected text. As students progress through the elementary grades, they transition 
from “learning to read” to “reading to learn,” and the ultimate goal of reading becomes 
the ability to gain meaning from text. Across all content areas, students are expected to 
read and understand increasingly complex material. Decoding ability, although essential 
to mastering the mechanics of reading in the early grades, is not sufficient in supporting 
students‟ comprehension of the words encountered in reading.  
Vocabulary knowledge is a fundamental building block of reading 
comprehension (Dickinson, 2001; National Research Council, 1998; RAND Reading 
Study Group, 2002). Further, vocabulary skills are thought to be correlated with 
students‟ overall school achievement (Wells, 1986). Unfortunately, large discrepancies 
among children‟s vocabularies can develop early, even in the very earliest years of 
language learning. Hart and Risley (1995), in their landmark study of children‟s early 
language exposure, noted that the quantity and quality of language children are exposed 
to in the first years of life vary considerably, with some children hearing as many as 30 
million more words than children raised in less language-rich environments. Stanovich 
(1986), in describing the “Matthew Effect” that occurs in children‟s word learning as 
they learn to read, noted that children‟s reading skills predict the amount and quality of 
texts they will be exposed to during independent reading, which in turn predict the 
amount and quality of words they will encounter in rich contexts. Smith (1941), in a 
clear example of this phenomenon of “the rich-get-richer while the poor-get-poorer” 
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noted although first-grade students can vary considerably in vocabulary knowledge, 
with some knowing as much as twice as many as their peers, by twelfth-grade that 
difference has grown significantly more substantial, with some students knowing as 
much as four times as many words as their less knowledgeable peers. Rich and effective 
vocabulary instruction from the early elementary grades, then, is essential in supporting 
children‟s optimal reading achievement and preventing later reading difficulties. 
A comprehensive program of vocabulary instruction should include intentional, 
direct instruction of individual words, instruction in word-learning strategies, and rich 
exposure to a diversity of words (Kame‟enui, Dixon, & Carnine, 1987; Stahl & Nagy, 
2006). The majority of words children learn over the course of their schooling will 
come mainly from oral language exposure and shared book reading in the preschool and 
early elementary years, and then largely from the texts children read and are exposed to 
both independently and during instruction throughout their school careers (Chall, 1987; 
Cunningham & Stanovich, 1998). The National Reading Panel (2000) recommended 
that intentional and explicit instruction of word meanings and word-learning strategies 
be an integral part of elementary reading curricula.  
Shortcomings of Current Practices 
Studies of typical vocabulary instruction in the elementary grades reveal that 
instruction focuses largely on rote memorization and little meaningful interaction with 
new words, and relies heavily on students learning new words from incidental exposure 
(e.g., Biemiller & Boote, 2006; Chall, 1987; National Reading Panel, 2000). Such 
limited and decontextualized exposure to new words has little direct effect on children‟s 
vocabulary growth, and does not lead to the robust vocabulary skills students need to 
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aid reading comprehension. In addition, the difficulties associated with poor vocabulary 
development are likely not to show in children‟s academic performance until later in the 
elementary years when texts become more vocabulary and content driven (Chall & 
Jacobs, 2003; National Research Council, 1998). Consequently, the reasons for an 
instructional focus may not be deemed important by early elementary teachers whose 
primary focus in reading instruction is typically the mechanics of decoding and reading 
fluency (National Reading Panel, 2000) and comprehension practice in the absence of a 
specific focus on vocabulary. 
Evidence-Based Practices 
As evidence mounts about the importance of providing effective vocabulary 
instruction to students from the early elementary grades, researchers have developed a 
number of instructional methods for exposing students to a variety of grade-appropriate 
new words and teaching students word learning strategies. A review of the literature on 
vocabulary instruction reveals that providing a language-rich environment, engaging in 
meaningful shared book reading, and teaching specific word meanings and word 
learning strategies are integral aspects of reading instruction in the early elementary 
grades. 
Language-Rich Environment 
Although a primary goal of vocabulary instruction is the flexible application of 
specific new words in a variety of contexts, equally important is an increased interest in 
words and word learning across the curriculum (Beck, McKeown, & Kucan, 2002). 
Encouraging and developing students‟ “word consciousness,” an ability to attune to and 
learn the meanings of new words in the environment, is essential, as word learning 
  17 
through independent reading of texts accounts for a significant proportion of the 
vocabulary development of both children and adults (Cunningham & Stanovich, 1998; 
Stanovich, 1986). As noted by Anderson and Nagy (1992), word consciousness 
“involves both a cognitive and an affective stance toward words, integrating 
metacognition about words with motivation for learning words (p.45).” Word 
consciousness can be achieved by using diverse language during instruction and 
informal conversations with students, drawing students‟ attention to unknown words in 
different contexts, and focusing on vocabulary as an integral part of instruction (Beck, 
McKeown, & Kucan, 2003). As noted by Anderson and Nagy (1992), a vocabulary 
focus should span beyond the reading instructional block to include all content areas 
(e.g., mathematics, science, social studies). Developing in students a strong sense of 
word consciousness through interactive encounters with multiple words in a language 
rich environment will increase their ability to analyze and learn new words 
independently (Anderson & Nagy, 1992).  
Shared Book Reading 
In a review of the different types of language to which children are exposed, 
Hayes and Ahrens (1988) found that the quality and diversity of words presented in 
children‟s literature is significantly more advanced than words used in everyday 
conversation or heard on television. Such a difference in the quantity and quality of 
words highlights the importance of the words children learn from books. Many studies 
of children‟s language development in the preschool and early elementary grades have 
focused on learning words from books, capitalizing on the vocabulary and contexts of 
children's story books as rich sources of new word learning (e.g., Cunningham & 
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Stanovich, 1998; Robbins & Ehri, 1994; Zevenbergen & Whitehurst, 2003). Some 
studies have shown that incidental exposure to new words during book reading leads to 
new learning (Jenkins, Stein, & Wysocki, 1984), although words learned through 
incidental exposure are typically not learned deeply and are not maintained if the words 
are not repeated in other contexts. A review of the literature on shared storybook 
reading reveals a number of important elements, including interesting and engaging 
storybooks, dialogue between teachers and students about the content and vocabulary 
included in the books, and multiple readings of the same books to small groups of 
students (Coyne, Simmons, Kame‟enui, & Stoomiller, 2004; Dickinson, 2001). 
Word Meanings and Word Learning Strategies 
Enriching shared book reading by providing students with accessible definitions 
for newly encountered words and practice with those words in a variety of contexts 
enhances students‟ vocabulary learning (e.g., Biemiller & Boote, 2006; Coyne et al., 
2004; Coyne, McCoach, & Kapp, 2007). Beck et al. (2002) have developed a research-
based approach to choosing appropriate focus vocabulary words from students‟ texts, 
and creating “student-friendly” explanations of word meanings. They describe words as 
falling into three tiers: Tier 1 words are commonly known and do not require explicit 
instruction (e.g., ball, car); Tier 3 words are specific to particular content areas and only 
need to be taught in particular contexts (e.g., meteorologist, humidity); and Tier 2 words 
are important and useful in the context of instruction, can provide avenues for exploring 
new contexts, and are words for which students already have conceptual 
understandings. It is Tier 2 words that are worthy of rich instruction, including 
providing a student-friendly explanation employing everyday language to characterize 
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the word and describe how it is typically used. In considering the vocabulary in the 
first-grade story book, An Extraordinary Egg, by Leo Lionni (1998), for instance, Beck 
et al. (2002) would recommend “impress,” triumphant,” and “extraordinary” as Tier 2 
words, as they are useful both for understanding the story and in other contexts 
encountered by first grade students. It is important to note that Tier 2 words are words 
with which students are likely somewhat familiar, but of which they likely do not have 
strong enough understandings for independent use. Increasing and enhancing students‟ 
experiences with Tier 2 words allows students to develop more complete 
understandings of the words‟ meanings, including how the words are used in multiple 
contexts. Beck, McKeown and colleagues have demonstrated in a number of studies 
that teaching Tier 2 words using student-friendly explanations aids students‟ 
understanding of new word meanings (e.g., Beck & McKeown, 2007; Beck, McKeown, 
& Omanson, 1987; Beck, McKeown, & Kucan, 2003; Beck, Perfetti, & McKeown, 
1982). 
One important element often left out of vocabulary instruction is an adequate 
focus on context, as words learned in isolation or in just one context are not likely to be 
remembered with the depth of understanding needed to aid in comprehension (Beck et 
al., 2002; Kame‟enui, Carnine, & Freschi, 1982). Explicit instructional techniques, 
including providing examples of new words in a variety of contexts, modeling the use 
of context clues to derive the meaning of newly encountered words, encouraging 
students to verbalize their use of context clues, and providing adequate practice with 
engaging examples, have proven effective in helping students with reading difficulties 
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improve their critical thinking and word learning skills (Gersten, 1998; McKeown, 
1985; Nagy, 2007; Vaughn, Gersten, & Chard, 2000). 
A Comprehensive Approach 
Beck et al. (2002) provide an example of a comprehensive approach to 
vocabulary instruction as detailed above, including providing a language rich 
environment, engaging in meaningful shared book reading, and instructing students on 
word meanings and word learning strategies, in their teacher-friendly book, Bringing 
Words to Life: Robust Vocabulary Instruction, that aims to support elementary teachers 
in using effective vocabulary instruction in their classrooms. The book has seven 
chapters, including 1. Rationale for Robust Vocabulary Instruction; 2. Choosing Words 
to Teach; 3. Introducing Vocabulary; 4. Developing Vocabulary in the Earliest Grades; 
5. Developing Vocabulary in the Later Grades; 6. Making the Most of Natural Contexts; 
and 7. Enriching the Verbal Environment. In addition, two appendices list vocabulary-
rich children's books by grade level, and appropriate words to be taught from those 
books. Beck and McKeown (2005) have also used the concepts presented in Bringing 
Words to Life to develop a curriculum kit, Text Talk, for use in kindergarten through 
third grade general education classrooms. Text Talk is a highly scripted vocabulary 
curriculum based on a series of eighty children‟s books. For each of the three focus 
vocabulary words chosen for each story, teachers are directed to provide a prescribed 
student-friendly definition, discuss the word in the context of the story, ask students to 
repeat the word to develop a phonological representation of it, provide students with 
additional contexts in which the word is used, and provide interactive activities to 
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enhance students‟ exposure to and use of the new word in different contexts (Beck et 
al., 2003).    
In two studies teaching kindergarten and first grade teachers to use the Text Talk 
curriculum with their students, Beck and McKeown (2007) found that teachers were 
able to use the scripted program with fidelity as a supplement to their regular reading 
curriculum. Teachers were provided with a two- to three-hour workshop in the 
beginning of the school year that explained the theory and mechanics of the vocabulary 
curriculum, and coaching and feedback in their classrooms throughout the nine-week 
studies. The focus of classroom observations was on teachers‟ adherence to the scripts 
provided in the Text Talk curriculum, and students were shown to have substantial gains 
in the words targeted for instruction (Beck & McKeown, 2007). Although teachers were 
able to use the scripted instruction to teach words chosen for them from the 
curriculum‟s 80 children's books, future research is necessary to determine the staff 
development elements required to support teachers in engaging in effective vocabulary 
instruction more broadly in their classroom teaching. Because vocabulary instruction 
should take place across the school day during multiple content areas, it would be 
important to consider how to support teachers in applying the vocabulary instructional 
techniques presented in Bringing Words to Life and Text Talk in a range of instructional 
situations. Specifically, research capitalizing on the teacher training used in these 
studies as well as the findings from adult learning theory and research on effective 
professional development described above should examine the specific professional 
development processes involved in engaging teachers in meaningful learning around 
vocabulary instruction, with a goal of learning how best to support teachers in using 
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new vocabulary instructional practices with books and texts typically used during 
teaching, including texts from other content areas (e.g., mathematics, science, social 
studies) and storybooks chosen by teachers.  
Teacher Professional Development in Vocabulary Instruction 
Because providing students with rich vocabulary instruction is essential 
throughout the elementary grades, helping teachers acquire the knowledge and skills 
necessary to provide such instruction is imperative. Supporting teachers in learning and 
using effective instructional techniques, however, has thus far been a minor focus of the 
research on reading instruction (Lyon & Moats, 1997; Pressley, Disney, & Anderson, 
2007). Although researchers have developed a variety of effective instructional 
techniques in all components of reading instruction identified by the National Reading 
Panel (2000), transmission of those techniques to teachers has proven difficult, with 
teachers exhibiting considerable variation in their fidelity of implementation (e.g., 
Duffy et al., 1986; Lyon & Moats, 1997; Teale, 2003). Pressley and colleagues (2007) 
warn that researchers should “not believe for a minute that developing powerful 
vocabulary-teaching and vocabulary-learning procedures will result in their embrace by 
teachers” (p.222).  
Many of the vocabulary instructional strategies developed by reading 
researchers have potential for general education teachers (Vaughn et al., 2000). Despite 
their potential, however, most studies have examined vocabulary instruction using 
researchers, graduate students, or specialists such as special education teachers, reading 
teachers, or speech language pathologists as interventionists (Coyne et al., 2004, 2007; 
Justice, Meier, & Walpole, 2005; Kame‟enui et al., 1982; McKeown, 1985). Studies 
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incorporating general education teachers have shown mixed results, with teachers 
varying in their fidelity of implementation and the resulting learning outcomes for 
students (Biemiller & Boote, 2006; Durkin 1978-1979; Lyon & Moats, 1997). In a 
study of fifth grade teachers‟ use of comprehension strategy instruction during book 
reading, for instance, Duffy and colleagues (1986) found that teachers varied 
considerably in their use of the strategies. Significantly, “several teachers reported they 
used (the strategies) only on the days they were observed (p. 248).” More recently, 
McKeown and Beck (2004) conducted a study in which fourth- and fifth-grade general 
education teachers were trained to use a series of researcher-produced documents 
designed to help them facilitate critical-thinking discussions with their students about 
the vocabulary and content of texts, and develop students‟ reading comprehension 
skills. In describing teachers‟ use of the instructional aids, McKeown and Beck (2004) 
noted the complexity of teaching vocabulary and comprehension strategies to students. 
Specifically, certain aspects of instruction, such as vocabulary word choice, could be 
easily prescribed, but other important aspects, such as helping students explore words in 
new and instructionally relevant contexts, required strong pedagogical skills. In 
summing up the discussion of their study, McKeown and Beck (2004) observed that 
although their original purpose had been to assess the use of the research-based 
instructional techniques on students‟ learning outcomes, “the complexity of the 
teacher‟s task … emerged as a new focus” (p. 393). 
The majority of studies of vocabulary instruction implemented by general 
education teachers have focused on the later elementary grades or higher, although a 
few recent studies have begun to explore vocabulary instruction with students at the 
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earliest stages of learning to read. In two studies with general education kindergarten, 
first-, and second-grade teachers, Biemiller and Boote (2006) showed that teacher input 
and ownership of vocabulary instructional strategies can have a significant impact on 
teachers‟ effectiveness in increasing students‟ word learning abilities. In one study, 
Biemiller and Boote (2006) taught teachers to use relatively simple strategies to 
enhance vocabulary learning, including defining new words in the context of book 
reading and asking two open-ended questions following book reading to direct 
children‟s attention to the meaning of the newly learned words. Results indicated that 
word learning differed significantly across classrooms, although informal classroom 
observations revealed teachers were following the prescribed instructional sequence 
with fidelity. The differences in results led Biemiller and Boote (2006) to hypothesize 
that although all teachers were able to learn and use the evidence-based vocabulary 
instructional strategies, more effective teachers may have been more broadly successful 
at increasing students‟ awareness of and interest in word learning. In a subsequent 
study, Biemiller and Boote (2006) included teachers more substantially in instructional 
planning, with results in students‟ word learning fairly highly correlated across same-
grade classrooms, indicating that general education kindergarten, first-, and second-
grade teachers can be supported in consistently increasing students‟ vocabulary learning 
during shared read alouds using storybooks and vocabulary words chosen by 
researchers. A key finding emerging from studies involving general education teachers 
is the importance of focusing more specifically on how teachers are taught new 
instructional strategies and how they are included in instructional planning, as greater 
teacher involvement in planning for vocabulary instruction is more likely to lead to 
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increases in students‟ word learning abilities. If general education teachers are to 
substantially improve the vocabulary learning of their students, they must be supported 
in making consistent and effective instructional decisions in their classrooms. 
Despite calls for improving in-service professional development in general 
(Corcoran, 1995; Little, 1993), and in reading and vocabulary in particular (National 
Reading Panel, 2000; RAND Reading Study Group, 2002), in practice teachers 
typically engage in professional learning that is haphazard at best, attending half-day 
and full-day workshops focused on topics chosen by school and district administrators 
(Hargreaves, 1995). In an effort to develop professional development aligned with 
scientifically based reading research in conjunction with the federal Reading First 
initiative, the United States Department of Education has commissioned three regional 
technical assistance centers designed to disseminate evidence-based practices in reading 
to schools nationwide. Researchers at the technical assistance centers at Florida State 
University, the University of Oregon, and the University of Texas at Austin are working 
to provide training materials for teachers focused on the five big ideas in reading 
instruction identified by the National Reading Panel (2000; i.e., phonics, phonemic 
awareness, fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension). At the Oregon Reading First 
Center, for instance, researchers have developed professional development 
presentations for teachers in grades K-3 based on the best practices in vocabulary 
instruction highlighted above (Chard & Kame‟enui, 2003; Coyne, Kame‟enui, & Chard, 
2003). Although such professional development materials have streamlined the content 
teachers need to know in order to teach vocabulary effectively in the early elementary 
grades, information is generally lacking regarding how best to impart this knowledge on 
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the general education teachers responsible for instruction. In a national evaluation of 
Reading First implementation commissioned by the United States Department of 
Education (2006), researchers found that kindergarten, first-, and second-grade teachers 
in Reading First schools participated in significantly more professional development in 
vocabulary instruction and rated themselves as significantly more prepared to teach 
vocabulary than comparable teachers in schools receiving Title I but not Reading First 
funding. However, these same teachers in Reading First schools did not rate vocabulary 
instruction as significantly more central to their reading instruction than their 
counterparts in Title I schools, indicating that learning more about scientifically-based 
vocabulary instruction did not necessarily lead to teachers engaging in more vocabulary 
instruction in their classrooms (U.S. Department of Education, 2006). 
Professional development in the use of the Text Talk curriculum, for instance, 
typically includes the viewing of an Implementation DVD, which depicts “expert 
teachers” implementing Text Talk lesson plans and providing “practical tips” for 
teachers (Pearson, n.d.). Additional support is provided to teachers in the form of a 
Professional Guide that offers scripted directives for teachers on which words to choose 
during read alouds, how to introduce the words, and extension activities to enhance 
vocabulary learning. Despite the extensive research supporting the use of the content 
contained in Text Talk and Bringing Words to Life, no information is provided by the 
authors and publishers regarding how best to help teachers learn the new strategies in 
the context of effective professional development. Importantly, the federal Reading 
First initiative notes that schools should be encouraged to foster collegial networks 
among teachers in order to build a shared understanding of instructional goals in 
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reading, but offers no specific guidelines regarding how to establish or evaluate the 
effectiveness of these teacher networks (U.S. Department of Education, 2004). As noted 
in the review of research above, informing teachers of the skills and knowledge they 
need to know in order to use effective instructional practices does not automatically 
translate into teachers using those strategies in their classrooms.  
The Current Evaluation 
Despite significant gains both in our understanding of effective vocabulary 
instruction and effective professional development for teachers, a dearth of evidence 
links these two research areas. The current evaluation aimed to merge the research in 
effective vocabulary instruction with promising practices in professional development 
to explore the mechanisms for supporting elementary teachers in using effective 
vocabulary instructional strategies in their classrooms. Specifically, the primary 
evaluator organized and facilitated study groups for two groups of elementary teachers 
centered on learning about effective vocabulary instruction, based on readings, 
discussions, and activities related to the book, Bringing Words to Life (Beck et al., 
2002). Using discussion questions designed to encourage collaborative practices, the 
primary evaluator engaged study group participants in a cycle of inquiry around the 
shared purpose of improving vocabulary instruction and student learning.  
The current study drew on the field of program evaluation in its methodological 
orientation, and aimed to evaluate the merit and worth of a set of professional 
development activities characterized by teacher collaboration around vocabulary 
instruction. Program evaluation involves the systematic investigation of merit and worth 
(Fitzpatrick, Sanders, & Worthen, 2004). As noted by Scriven (1983), evaluation of 
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merit entails the extent to which a program is perceived as valuable to stakeholders and 
constituents, while evaluation of merit entails a judgment of the program‟s performance 
against established standards of excellence in the profession. Program evaluation differs 
from empirical research in a number of fundamental respects. Whereas research aims to 
describe and explain relationships among two or more variables with the intended result 
the generation of generalizable scientific knowledge, evaluation aims to describe and 
explain the program itself within its unique context, with the intended result a 
determination of the program‟s value (Worthen & Sanders, 1989). The primary 
objective of teacher professional development is to improve instructional practice so as 
to increase student achievement (Crow & Pounder, 2000; Pounder, 1998). Therefore, 
the current evaluation was designed to evaluate the professional development program 
in relation to the goal of increasing student achievement. 
Evaluations can be categorized as formative or summative. Formative 
evaluations are intended to point out areas of potential improvement, with results used 
specifically to change program components in an effort to achieve greater results. 
Summative evaluations, on the other hand, are used for decision-making purposes, 
including deciding whether to adopt or discontinue a program in its current form 
(Fitzpatrick et al., 2004). The current evaluation was considered a formative evalation, 
as outcomes were used by the primary investigator in planning and implementing 
further professional development efforts in the same school district. 
Stakeholders in program evaluation are those individuals and organizations who 
have a direct interest in the program being evaluated or may be affected by the 
evaluation results (Fitzpatrick et al., 2004). A primary stakeholder in the current 
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investigation was the primary evaluator, a doctoral student in school psychology with 
an interest in pursuing a career in teacher professional development and education, who 
organized and facilitated the current professional development initiative. As noted by 
Lamb, Philipp, Jacobs, and Schappelle (2009), the facilitator plays a pivotal role in 
teacher professional development, helping to set the stage for teachers to undertake the 
hard work of challenging current practices and adopting new ideas. This evaluation was 
intended to inform the primary evaluator‟s future professional development endeavors, 
including future work in the same district. In addition, the evaluation aimed to provide 
information to the teachers participating in the professional development activities, as 
well as the schools and district in which the teachers teach, regarding the merit and 
worth of their collaborative efforts. The primary purpose of the study was to describe 
the process of teacher professional development, documenting teachers‟ engagement in 
collaborative learning experiences over the course of their participation in collaborative 
book study groups, as well as explore the outcomes of teacher collaboration, 
specifically teachers‟ use of new vocabulary instructional strategies and students‟ 
learning outcomes. Evaluation questions were designed to explore the theory that 
teacher collaboration leads to increases in teacher knowledge and skills, which in turn 
lead to increases in teachers‟ classroom use of new knowledge and skills, which 
ultimately lead to increases in student achievement. 
Evaluation Questions 
The evaluation questions associated with this study are designed to evaluate the 
processes and outcomes of teacher collaboration. 
Question 1: Describing teacher collaboration 
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How do teachers engage in the foundational processes of collaboration, 
including establishing a shared purpose and engaging in a cycle of inquiry? 
It was thought that elementary teachers participating in collaborative study 
groups would form a shared purpose, engage in dialogue regarding varied pedagogical 
practices, make evidence-based decisions about which practices to use, take action by 
implementing new practices, and systematically evaluate those practices in terms of 
merit or worth. 
Question 2: Teacher learning outcomes 
How do teachers apply the new knowledge and skills in their classrooms? 
It was thought that early elementary teachers who were participating in 
collaborative study groups would increase their use of specific instructional strategies 
for providing a language-rich classroom environment, engaging in meaningful shared 
book reading with students, and teaching word meanings and word learning strategies.  
Question 3: Student learning outcomes 
Does students‟ vocabulary learning change following teachers‟ participation in 
the collaborative study groups? Are students more “word conscious” following 
teachers‟ participation in the collaborative study groups? 
It was thought that students would be more skilled at vocabulary learning after their 
teachers had participated in the collaborative study groups, compared to students‟ 
vocabulary learning prior to teacher participation. It was further thought that students 
would be more “word conscious” after their teachers had participated in the 
collaborative study groups, compared to students‟ word consciousness prior to teacher 
participation. 
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CHAPTER 2 
 
METHODOLOGY 
Design 
The study used an explanatory case study design, and employed both qualitative 
and quantitative methods in answering the evaluation questions. Using a process-
outcomes orientation (Owen, 2007; Patton, 1980), the study examined both the 
implementation and activities associated with the two book study groups, as well as 
teachers‟ learning and use of new vocabulary instructional practices and students‟ 
vocabulary learning and development of word consciousness. An explanatory case study 
design was chosen in order to include extensive and specific description of the 
collaborative professional development processes and anticipated program results, and 
examine differences between cases to help stakeholders better understand how results 
were achieved (Fitzpatrick et al., 2004). The underlying theoretical model directing data 
collection and case description was that teacher collaboration leads to increases in teacher 
knowledge and skills, which in turn lead to increases in teachers‟ classroom use of new 
knowledge and skills, which ultimately lead to increases in student achievement. 
The study took place in three phases between January and June 2009. Phase I, the 
pre-implementation phase, began before teachers engaged in collaborative study groups, 
lasted approximately two weeks, and included pre-test data collection on measures of 
teachers‟ vocabulary instruction and students‟ vocabulary learning. Once initial data were 
collected, Phase II began. Phase II was the implementation phase and included the 
participation of teachers in the study group activities. Phase II lasted approximately five 
months and continued until teachers had focused on each of the six chapters in the text, 
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Bringing Words to Life: Robust Vocabulary Instruction (Beck et al., 2002), with study 
groups meeting every three to four weeks. Study group meetings followed the Study 
Group Meeting Agenda (Appendix A), including time for teachers to check in about their 
current goals, discuss the book chapters, plan for using newly learned skills, and evaluate 
the current session. During Phase II, data collection included teachers‟ engagement in the 
key elements of collaboration (i.e., shared purpose and a cycle of inquiry), and teachers‟ 
understanding and use of newly learned instructional practices. After teachers completed 
their participation in the four study group meetings and associated activities, Phase III, 
the post-implementation phase, began. During Phase III, data were collected on teachers‟ 
use of collaborative practices and students‟ vocabulary learning. Phase III lasted 
approximately two weeks. 
Setting and Participants 
The study took place in a school district located in a suburban community in 
western Massachusetts. All teachers of kindergarten, first-, and second-grade students, 
including classroom, English Language Education (ELE), and Special Education 
teachers, were invited to participate in the district-wide study groups through an email 
sent by the district‟s professional development office. At the time of the study, the district 
had four elementary schools and employed 10 kindergarten classroom teachers, 10 first-
grade classroom teachers, 10 second-grade classroom teachers, 12 English Language 
Education teachers, and 11 Special Education teachers. Eight teachers indicated interest 
in participating in the study groups, including one kindergarten classroom teacher, two 
second-grade classroom teachers, and five ELE teachers, representing three of the four 
elementary schools. Teachers were separated into two groups of four participants, each 
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consisting of a mix of classroom and ELE teachers. The four ELE teachers participating 
in the study each taught students in small groups across multiple grade levels. To limit 
the burden on those teachers relative to collecting observational data in the classroom, 
one grade level group of students was chosen by each ELE teacher to participate in the 
study and all data collection for those teachers focused on instruction with their 
participating students. Specific information on participating teachers and students in each 
group is included in Table 1. All names are pseudonyms. 
Table 1. Participating teachers. 
 
Teacher Classroom type 
Grade 
Number of 
Students 
Number of 
Years 
Teaching 
Group 1 
Ms. Wilson English Language 
Education 
1* 7 10 
Ms. Webster English Language 
Education 
1* 3 9 
Ms. Matthis Regular 
Education 
2 13 9 
Ms. Chase Regular 
Education 
2 17 5 
    Total: 40  
Group 2 
Ms. Spencer English Language 
Education 
K* 6 16 
Ms. Schieffer Regular 
Education 
K 19 12 
Ms. Castor English Language 
Education 
2* 9 9 
Ms. Reese English Language 
Education 
2* 7 7 
    Total: 41  
* All English Language Education (ELE) teachers taught multiple grades K-6. Only one 
grade-level group of students was included in the study for each ELE teacher. 
 
In Group 1, both Ms. Chase and Ms. Webster worked at the same school, while 
Ms. Matthis and Ms. Wilson worked at two different schools. At their school, Ms. 
Webster worked as the ELE support teacher for students in Ms. Chase‟s class, which 
involved daily in-class support during writing instruction, as well as daily pull-out 
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support for 4-6 students during reading instruction. In Group 2, Ms. Scheiffer and Ms. 
Reese had a similar collaborative arrangement as Ms. Chase and Ms. Webster, with Ms. 
Reese supporting ELE students in Ms. Scheiffer‟s classroom both in and out of the 
classroom on a daily basis. 
At the time of the study, the school district‟s students were classified as 52% 
White, 13% Asian, 17% Hispanic, 10% multi-racial, 8% African American, and 0.2% 
Native American. Twenty percent of students spoke a language other than English as 
their first language, 29% were reported as low-income, and 17% qualified for special 
education services. In the 2006-2007 school year, the year preceding the study, 34% of 
third-grade students, 42% of fourth-grade students, and 21% of fifth-grade students fell 
into the Needs Improvement or Failing categories on the state Language Arts exams. 
Across the school district, a high number of teachers (91%) were highly-qualified 
according to the standards set by the No Child Left Behind Act.  
Four years prior to the beginning of the study, the district had established a set of 
six Guiding Principles for the provision of professional development, with a clear vision 
statement establishing the continuous improvement of student learning as the foundation 
of all professional development activities. According to the Guiding Principles, 
professional development across the district was results-oriented; collaborative and 
collegial; closely connected to current theory; responsive to students‟ needs; sustained, 
continuous and ongoing; and designed to support active learning and a range of 
opportunities for teachers. While acknowledging and respecting the knowledge and skills 
teachers bring to their classrooms, the district promoted teachers‟ collaborative 
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exploration of evidence-based practices (Amherst Pelham Regional School District, 
2004). 
The professional development activities were organized and facilitated by the 
primary evaluator, based on the review of the literature on promising practices in the 
fields of both vocabuarly instruction and teacher collaboration as outlined previously. At 
the time of the study, the primary evaluator was a fifth-year doctoral candidate in school 
psychology completing a pre-doctoral school psychology internship in the district in 
which the study took place. During her doctoral work in school psychology, the primary 
evaluator worked as a Teaching Assistant in the field of Early Childhood and Elementary 
Teacher Education, supervising the practica of pre-service teachers in the district in 
which the study took place. Because the primary evaluator was also the primary 
stakeholder, this constituted an internal evaluation, with the potential for bias. Care was 
taken to include non-stakeholder research assistants in the review and analysis of 
evaluation data to limit potential biases. 
The evaluation was approved by the Institutional Review Board of the University 
of Massachusetts, Amherst, as of May 2008. The primary evaluator introduced the 
initiative to the principals of the four elementary schools as well as the district‟s 
professional development coordinator through an email describing the content and 
process of the professional development activities. After receiving initial support from 
these individuals, the primary evaluator met with the district professional development 
coordinator to learn more about the process of providing professional development 
opportunities to teachers in the district and assure that the project was in line with the 
district‟s professional development goals. As noted, teachers were recruited to the 
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professional development activities voluntarily. Before the initial data collection, all 
participating teachers met individually with the primary evaluator, who explained the 
scope of the evaluation and provided teachers with informed consent forms. All eight 
teachers who had indicated interest in participating in the study groups gave their 
informed consent. After teacher consent was obtained, student consent forms were 
provided to teachers for distribution. Consent forms were translated into Spanish, Korean, 
Chinese, Khmer, and Portuguese by the University of Massachusetts, Amherst, 
Translation Center for students whose parents were judged by their teachers to require 
translation of written materials. Informed consent was obtained from 81 students, with 
two students‟ families opting not to give consent for their children to participate in the 
student vocabulary assessments. Once participating teachers had been identified, the 
primary evaluator met individually with each of their principals to explain the details of 
the initiative and ask for their support. 
Professional Development Program 
In the study, two teams of elementary teachers engaged in study groups based on 
Beck et al. (2002) Bringing Words to Life: Robust Vocabulary Instruction to learn about 
evidence-based vocabulary instruction. As noted above, Bringing Words to Life 
synthesizes much of the research base in effective vocabulary instruction for teachers, 
including providing a language-rich environment, engaging in meaningful shared book 
reading, and teaching specific word meanings and word learning strategies. In 
establishing a foundational shared purpose on which to build collaboration, teachers were 
recruited to participate in the study based on their interest in working with colleagues in 
improving vocabulary instruction and student vocabulary learning.  
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The Study Group Management Form (Appendix B) was introduced to teachers at 
the beginning of their first meeting with the primary evaluator, and used in each meeting 
as a guide for group discussions. The Study Group Management Form is comprised of 
questions to guide teachers‟ goal setting and evaluation, and includes questions for 
teachers to consider both before and after the study group meetings. At the beginning of 
each meeting, teachers used the questions to consider the actions they had taken toward 
previous goals, as well as their current goals and plans to achieve those goals. At the end 
of each meeting, teachers used the questions to consider what was and was not helpful 
during the meeting, what they had learned, and what actions they would take to reach 
their current goals prior to the next meeting.  
Teachers met regularly with the principal investigator to learn, apply, and 
evaluate the concepts presented in Bringing Words to Life (Beck et al., 2002). Teachers 
met four times over the course of four months to discuss the six chapters of Bringing 
Words to Life (Beck et al., 2002) relevant to early elementary teachers, according to the 
following schedule: 
Meeting 1: Rationale for Robust Vocabulary Instruction 
Meeting 2: Choosing Words to Teach and Introducing Vocabulary 
Meeting 3: Developing Vocabulary in the Earliest Grades 
Meeting 4: Making the Most of Natural Contexts and Enriching the Learning 
Environment 
The learning objectives associated with each study group meeting are included in 
Appendix C. 
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The principal investigator engaged teachers in a collaborative cycle of inquiry, 
including engaging teachers in dialogue regarding pedagogical practices in vocabulary 
presented in the text; making evidence-based decisions about which practices to use; 
taking action by implementing new practices; and systematically evaluating those 
practices in terms of merit or worth. Throughout the course of the study, the principal 
investigator encouraged teachers to take increasingly more active roles in the cycle of 
inquiry activities, with elements of the cycle of inquiry guided by the questions on the 
Study Group Management Form (Appendix B). Additionally, teachers were encouraged 
to bring classroom data to each group meeting in order to reflect on their current 
classroom practices and discuss how to incorporate newly learned concepts into their 
teaching. 
Outcomes of Professional Development 
The outcomes of the professional development included three primary areas: 
teachers‟ collaborative practices, teachers‟ learning outcomes, and students‟ learning 
outcomes. The following sections describe the specific data collection tools used to 
measure each of these domains. 
Teachers’ Collaborative Practices 
Teachers‟ collaborative practices were evaluated through three sources: direct 
observation; rating scale data completed by both the primary evaluator and participating 
teachers; and focus group interviews. 
Direct Observation of Teacher Collaboration 
During Phase II of the study, teachers‟ collaborative practices were assessed 
through observations of study group meetings. Observations focused on the primary 
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elements of collaboration: shared purpose, and the four steps of the cycle of inquiry, 
including dialogue, decision making, action, and evaluation (Gajda & Koliba, 2007). 
Audiotapes from each study group meeting were transcribed and analyzed, with thematic 
units identified (Stewart, Shamdasani, & Rook, 2006). Particular attention was paid to the 
four steps of the cycle of inquiry. Study group meeting transcripts were coded using the 
qualitative analysis software, HyperRESEARCH. Coding of transcripts focused on the 
discrete topics discussed at each group meeting, with topics then summarized according 
to where they fell on the continuum of the cycle of inquiry (e.g., did participants focus on 
a topic for the purpose of dialogue only?; did participants follow a topic through all four 
phases of the cycle of inquiry?). 
As noted, the shared purpose of both study groups was the improvement of 
vocabulary instruction and student vocabulary learning. As such, transcripts of study 
group meetings were analyzed for the percentage of time participants engaged in 
collaborative inquiry activities related to improving vocabulary teaching and learning. 
Twenty percent of study group transcripts were rated by two observers, and an interrater 
reliability analysis using the Kappa statistic (calculated on discrete utterances) was 
performed to determine consistency between raters. 
Teacher Collaboration Rating Scales 
Also during Phase II, the primary evaluator completed the Teacher Collaboration 
Assessment Rubric (TCAR; Gajda & Koliba, 2008; Appendix D) following each study 
group meeting, ranking group members holistically on their use of the four steps of the 
cycle of inquiry. The TCAR was created by staff development researchers, in 
collaboration with high school staff participating in a school renewal project. Based on a 
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comprehensive review of the literature on interpersonal collaboration, the TCAR asks 
teachers to rank collaborative practices from one (low) to six (high) with respect to the 
four steps of the cycle of inquiry process, including dialogue, decision-making, action, 
and evaluation. For each of these steps, benchmarks are provided to guide individuals in 
their rankings. Data from the TCAR were summarized and analyzed using descriptive 
statistics for each study group.  
As a means of learning the components of successful collaboration, teachers were 
introduced to the TCAR and discussed its contents during each study group‟s initial 
meeting. During Phase III, teachers‟ perceptions of their overall collaborative practices 
throughout their participation in the study groups were measured through their 
completion of the TCAR. Data from the TCAR were summarized and analyzed using 
descriptive statistics. 
Focus Groups 
 During Phase III, teachers participated in focus groups to further assess 
their collaboration. Two focus groups were conducted, one for each study group, with all 
teachers participating, as possible. Each study group was moderated by a doctoral student 
in school psychology who was naïve to the questions guiding the current evaluation. 
Using the Community of Practice: Focus Group Interview Protocol (Gajda & Koliba, 
2007), teachers discussed their overall perceptions of the collaborative study group 
process, with questions centering on shared purpose, dialogue, decision making, action, 
and evaluation. Focus group interviews were audiorecorded and transcribed for 
qualitative analyses, and themes arising in the discussions were recorded by the 
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moderator to the extent possible. The Community of Practice: Focus Group Interview 
Protocol is included in Appendix E.  
Teachers’ Learning Outcomes 
Teachers‟ learning outcomes were measured through direct observation of 
teachers‟ vocabulary instruction. 
Observation of Teachers’ Vocabulary Instruction 
During each phase of the study, participating teachers were observed engaging in 
vocabulary instruction, with observed instruction audiotaped for transcription and 
analysis. During Phase I, teachers were observed two times. During Phase II of the study, 
teachers were observed during instruction after Meetings 2, 3, and 4, with observations 
focusing on the concepts covered in the preceding study group meeting. The schedule of 
observations is included in Appendix C. Based on transcripts from audiotaped 
instruction, teachers‟ use of new skills was assessed directly, including choosing Tier 2 
words, creating student-friendly definitions, introducing new words to students, modeling 
the use of context in determining the meaning of a new word, and providing additional 
supports to students regarding newly learned words. 
Choosing Tier 2 Words 
Teachers‟ abilities to choose Tier 2 words were assessed through their choice of 
words for instructional focus during whole class read-alouds. The total number of Tier 2 
words per read aloud was calculated for each teacher. Graduate students in school 
psychology were trained to determine whether focus words chosen by teachers were Tier 
2 words. Specifically, scorers were trained to distinguish Tier 2 from Tier 1 and Tier 3 
words using the Rubric for Assessing Words‟ Instructional Potential (Appendix F). They 
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were presented with lists of words chosen by teachers, and asked to score all words as 
either Tier 2 or not Tier 2. Twenty-five percent of focus words were rated by two 
observers, and an interrater reliability analysis using the Kappa statistic was performed to 
determine consistency between raters. 
In addition, Tier 2 word use during morning meetings was used as a measure of 
the richness of the language environment in teachers‟ classrooms. Morning meetings 
were chosen as the focus for the measurement of a language rich environment for two 
primary reasons. First, morning meetings in participating teachers‟ classrooms typically 
did not focus on specific content instruction, thereby minimizing the number of Tier 3 
words (i.e., specific content words, such as quadrilateral) competing for the focus of 
teacher instruction. Second, each participating teacher conducted a morning meeting 
daily in her classroom, with meeting content similar across classrooms, including 
greetings, calendar and weather, and descriptions of upcoming activities in the classroom, 
allowing for similar opportunities across meetings for Tier 2 words to be included. 
Baseline measures of Tier 2 words included in morning meetings were recorded during 
Phase I, with comparison measures recorded during morning meetings in Phase III. As 
morning meetings varied in length across classrooms, only the Tier 2 words included in 
the first ten minutes of the meetings were recorded for analyses. Graduate student scorers 
were given transcripts of teachers‟ morning meetings recorded in Phases I and III and 
asked to identify all Tier 2 words. Twenty-five percent of morning meeting transcripts 
were coded by two observers, and an interrater reliability analysis using the Kappa 
statistic was performed to determine consistency between raters. 
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Creating Student-Friendly Definitions 
Teachers‟ abilities to create student-friendly definitions were also assessed, using 
the Student Friendly Definitions Rubric (Appendix G). Graduate students were trained to 
use the rubric to assess the quality of definitions provided to students during 
audiorecorded observations of one read-aloud in Phase I (i.e., baseline) and one read-
aloud in Phase II. Specifically, scorers assessed whether definitions provided to students 
both characterized words for how they are typically used and explained word meanings 
using everyday language. For each definition provided, a score of 0 was given if a 
definition did not meet either criterion (i.e., characterizing the word for how it is typically 
used and explaining the meaning using everyday language), a score of 1 was given if a 
definition met at least one criterion, and a score of 2 was given if a definition met both 
criteria. For each observation, the number of words defined, as well as the mean score 
across all definitions provided during the observation were recorded. Twenty-five percent 
of definitions were rated by two observers, and an interrater reliability analysis using the 
Kappa statistic was performed to determine consistency between raters. 
Introducing New Words 
Following study group meeting three, in which teachers were exposed to an 
appropriate instructional sequence for introducing new words, teacher learning was 
assessed using the Instructional Sequence Rubric (Appendix H) for all new words 
introduced during recorded observations. Baseline measures of teachers‟ abilities to 
introduce new words effectively to students were collected during read-alouds recorded 
during Phase I. Data from the Instructional Sequence Rubric (Appendix H), measuring 
teachers‟ abilities to use effective instructional strategies in introducing new words, were 
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summarized for each teacher using descriptive statistics. Twenty-five percent of read-
aloud transcripts were rated by two observers, and an interrater reliability analysis using 
the Kappa statistic was performed to determine consistency between raters. 
Modeling Context Use to Determine Word Meanings 
Teachers‟ abilities to model the use of context in determining the meanings of 
new words were assessed during read-alouds following the fourth study group meeting. 
The primary evaluator used a rubric (Appendix I) in determining the extent to which 
teachers were able to follow the modeling sequence laid out in Bringing Words to Life 
(Beck et al., 2002). Data from the Rubric for Modeling Context Use (Appendix I) were 
summarized for each teacher using descriptive statistics. Twenty-five percent of target 
transcripts were rated by two observers, and an interrater reliability analysis using the 
Kappa statistic was performed to determine consistency between raters. 
Additional Vocabulary Supports 
Teachers‟ use of additional vocabulary supports provided to students was assessed 
from transcripts of read-aloud observations following the third study group meeting in 
Phase II. The primary evaluator completed the Checklist of Additional Vocabulary 
Supports (Appendix J) for each transcript, based on lesson ideas presented in Bringing 
Words to Life (Beck et al., 2002). Data from the Checklist of Additional Vocabulary 
Supports (Appendix J) were summarized for each teacher using descriptive statistics. 
Twenty-five percent of target transcripts were rated by two observers, and an interrater 
reliability analysis using the Kappa statistic was performed to determine consistency 
between raters. 
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Student Learning Outcomes 
Students‟ learning outcomes were measured through three sources: assessments of 
students‟ receptive and expressive knowledge of words taught; direct observation of 
students‟ “word consciousness” during instruction; and self-assessments of “word 
consciousness” as measured by rating scales. 
Assessment of Student Vocabulary Learning 
Pre- and post-assessments of students‟ vocabulary learning took place during 
Phases I and III. Students were assessed on their word learning from books used during 
teacher read-alouds. During Phase I, the primary evaluator consulted with teachers in 
choosing a book to use for the vocabulary assessment. After the book was chosen, the 
primary evaluator chose three Tier 2 focus words. The focus words were chosen using the 
criteria for Tier 2 words described in Bringing Words to Life (i.e., the words were 
important and useful in the context of instruction, could provide avenues for exploring 
new contexts, and were words for which students already have conceptual 
understandings) and were also words typically known by students in fourth grade or 
higher, according to grade-level inventories of vocabulary words provided in Living 
Words Vocabulary (Dale & O‟Rourke, 1976). Words typically known by older students 
were chosen in order to increase the chances that kindergarten, first-, and second-grade 
students would not know the words prior to hearing them in the storybooks. Teachers 
were instructed to read the book to their students over the course of one week and support 
students‟ learning of new vocabulary (i.e., the three focus words chosen by the primary 
evaluator) as they typically would during classroom read-alouds. In order to avoid 
learning from pretest effects, students were assessed on a different book and different 
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words during the Phase I and Phase III assesments. In Phase III, when teachers had had 
practice with choosing Tier 2 words from children‟s storybooks, teachers, in consultation 
with the primary evaluator, chose a book and three Tier 2 words to be used in the 
vocabulary assessment. Teachers again were instructed to read the book to their students 
over the course of one week and support students‟ learning of new vocabulary (i.e., the 
three focus words chosen by the teachers) as they typically would during classroom read-
alouds. 
In Phases I and III, students were assessed on their understanding of the 
vocabulary words both before the initial reading and after the final reading of the stories. 
According to the National Reading Panel (2000), specific vocabulary growth is best 
assessed through researcher-developed measures, which are more sensitive to individual 
growth than standardized assessment instruments. Two individually administered 
measures were used, based on measures created by Coyne and colleagues (2007) in a 
study of young students learning words from story read-alouds. As an expressive measure 
of students‟ learning of story word definitions, students were asked two questions 
regarding each focus word: 1. What does (focus word) mean? and 2. Tell me anything 
else you know about (focus word). Responses to both prompts were scored together, and 
given 2 points for a complete response, 1 point for a partial or related response, and 0 
points for an unrelated response or no response. On the expressive vocabulary measure, 
the maximum possible score for each student for the three focus words was 6. As a 
receptive measure of students‟ learning of story word definitions, students were asked 
two yes/no questions about each of the focus words in novel contexts. Students‟ received 
1 point for each correct answer and 0 points for each incorrect answer. On the receptive 
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vocabulary measure, the maximum possible score for each student for the three focus 
words was 6. Words, books, and questions used in Phase I and Phase III vocabulary 
assessments are presented in Appendix K. 
For each teacher‟s students, expressive and receptive word learning data were 
analyzed using the Wilcoxon signed-rank test in order to assess whether differences 
between Phase I and Phase III vocabulary learning were significant. Twenty-five percent 
of student assessments were rated by two observers, and an interrater reliability analysis 
using the Kappa statistic was performed to determine consistency between raters for both 
receptive and expressive vocabulary assessments. 
Direct Observation of Word Consciousness 
During Phases I and III, students were observed during classroom instruction 
during a whole group read-aloud using the Word Consciousness Observation Protocol 
(Appendix L). Observations focused on instances of students‟ word consciousness, 
including responding to questions about word meanings, noticing target words during 
instruction, asking questions about word meanings during instruction, or bringing up 
words learned during previous instruction. Frequency counts from the Word 
Consciousness Observation Protocol were aggregated within classrooms for analysis 
using descriptive statistics, with comparisons made between Phase I and Phase III data.  
During Phases I and III, students were also asked by the primary evaluator to 
name one word they had learned recently. Data from these assessments were aggregated 
within classrooms for analysis using descriptive statistics. 
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Student Ratings of Word Consciousness 
Prior to each word learning assessment, students completed the Word 
Consciousness Self-Assessment (see Appendix M), a seven-item five-point Likert scale 
assessment, answering questions about their interests and skills in learning new words 
(e.g., “I like when my teacher uses new words” and “I am good at remembering what 
new words mean”). Items were based on the Word Consciousness Scale, an assessment 
developed by the Florida Online Reading Professional Development (FOR-PD; n.d.) 
project for students in later elementary grades and higher. The current scale was adapted 
to accommodate younger children, including altering the wording of some items. In 
addition, each item was followed by five Likert-type responses linked to graphic 
representations (i.e., smiling faces increasing in size, representing a scale of “I never feel 
this way” to “I feel this way all the time”), in order to facilitate younger children‟s 
understandings of how to respond using the Likert scale. The Word Consciousness 
Student Self-Assessment (Appendix M) was scored for each individual student, and data 
were aggregated within classrooms for analysis. For each teacher‟s students, Word 
Consciousness Self-Assessment data were analyzed using the Wilcoxon signed-rank test 
in order to assess whether differences between Phase I and Phase III scores were 
significant.  
Social Validity 
Social validity was measured during Phase III. The social validity survey 
consisted of two parts. In Part 1, teachers were asked to rate their participation in the 
study group in terms of both content and process using a four-point Likert scale. In Part 
2, teachers were asked to provide responses to open ended questions regarding their 
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reactions to and use of the information from the study groups. Data from Part 1 of the 
social validity survey (Appendix N) were analyzed using descriptive statistics. Data from 
Part 2 of the survey were coded, with thematic units identified (Stewart et al., 2006). The 
social validity survey is included in Appendix N (page 79). 
Table 2 provides a detailed management plan, the data collection instruments, and 
the data analysis procedures used to interpret the information gathered. 
Table 2. Data management plan 
 Info. 
Required 
Info. 
Sources 
Method for Collecting Info 
and When Collected 
Analysis 
Procedures 
1. How are 
teachers 
collaborating? 
Data on 
collabora-
tion: shared 
purpose 
and cycle 
of inquiry 
Primary 
evaluator 
Teachers 
Phase II: Observations of 
study group meetings; TCAR 
Phase III: TCAR; focus 
groups 
Descriptive 
statistics using 
rubrics; thematic 
analyses 
2. Are 
teachers using 
new 
knowledge 
and skills? 
Data on 
teachers‟ 
classroom 
practices 
during 
vocabulary 
instruction 
Teachers Phase I: Observations of 
teachers during read-alouds 
and whole-group instruction 
Phase II: Observations of 
teachers‟ during read-alouds 
and whole-group instruction 
following study group 
meetings 2, 3, and 4 
Phase III: Social validity 
survey 
Descriptive 
statistics using 
rubrics 
3. Does 
student 
vocabulary 
learning 
increase? 
Data on 
students‟ 
vocabulary 
learning 
and word 
conscious-
ness 
Students Phase I: Assessments of 
students‟ receptive and 
expressive vocabulary; 
Student self-assessments and 
direct observation of word 
consciousness 
Phase III: Assessments of 
students‟ receptive and 
expressive vocabulary 
learning; Student self-
assessments and direct 
observation of word 
consciousness 
Quantitative 
analyses 
Descriptive 
statistics 
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CHAPTER 3 
 
RESULTS 
This section is organized into four major parts. First, data regarding teachers‟ 
collaborative practices are provided. Results are then presented for measures of teachers‟ 
learning and students‟ learning. Finally, social validity data are presented. 
Teachers’ Collaborative Practices 
Teachers‟ collaborative practices were measured through direct observation, 
rating scale data, and focus group interviews, with results presented in the following 
sections. A summary of the results of teachers‟ collaborative practices is included, 
following the presentation of the results of quantitative and qualitative analyses. 
Observation of Teacher Collaboration 
Study group meetings were transcribed and coded for topics of discussion. Initial 
coding of transcripts focused on the discrete topics discussed at each group meeting, with 
topics then summarized according to where they fell on the continuum of the cycle of 
inquiry (e.g., did participants focus on a topic for the purpose of dialogue only?; did 
participants follow a topic through all four phases of the cycle of inquiry [D, DM, A, 
E]?). Throughout the professional development activities, the marjority of dialogue-based 
decisions involved actions to be taken in individual teachers‟ classrooms. For the 
purposes of these analyses, topics were coded as falling on the continuum of the cycle of 
inquiry if at least one participant engaged in the focus activity relative to that topic (i.e., if 
one teacher made plans to try a new instructional strategy, that topic was coded for 
decision-making). Decisions regarding where topics fell on the cycle of inquiry were 
made by the primary evaluator using evidence from the study group meetings as well as 
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audiotaped observations of teachers‟ instruction. Answers provided during the focus 
group interviews regarding teachers‟ engagement in the four components of the cycle of 
inquiry were used to verify these findings. Tables 3 and 4 summarize the observations of 
teachers‟ use of the cycle of inquiry. 
   
Table 3. Group 1 teachers‟ use of the cycle of inquiry. Continued on next page. 
 Topics of Discussion Related to Shared Purpose D DM A E 
Meeting 1 
What teachers are doing for vocabulary instruction now •    
Making vocabulary instruction systematic • • • • 
Making vocabulary instruction fun and interactive • • •  
Varying amounts of language students hear at home •    
Vocabulary assessment •    
Levels of knowing a word •    
Choosing words to teach • • • • 
Tiers 1, 2, and 3 •    
Teaching idioms •    
Meeting 1 Totals 9 3 3 2 
Meeting 2 
How to structure dialogue in our meetings • • • • 
Number of exposures students need to learn a word • • •  
Creating classroom dictionaries • •   
Supporting students with limited home language experiences •    
Learning a second language - challenges/advantages for vocabulary learning 
•    
Time it takes to prepare and teach vocabulary lessons •    
Assessing students‟ understandings of word from instruction 
• • • • 
Teaching students to love words 
• • • • 
5
2
 
   
Sharing experiences of specific activities tried from BWTL 
• • • • 
Meeting 2 Totals 9 6 5 4 
Meeting 3 
Choosing words to teach – Tier 1, 2, 3 • • • • 
Using words in multiple contexts • • •  
Assessing students‟ understandings of new words by listening to their responses 
during read alouds 
• • • • 
How to narrow down number of new words to focus on • • •  
Time it takes to teach vocabulary •    
Picture support for challenging read alouds, especially chapter books • •   
Choosing read aloud books • • • • 
Sharing experiences of specific activities tried from BWTL • • • • 
Meeting 3 Totals 8 7 5 3 
Meeting 4 
Instructional sequence for teaching how to derive word meaning from text • • •  
Word Wizard activity to encourage word consciousness • • • • 
Creating a language rich environment • • • • 
Using words multiple times • • • • 
Choosing appropriate books for second grade read aloud • • •  
Choosing three words from each story as focus for vocabulary instruction • • •  
Using books/lists from BWTL appendix • • • • 
Sharing experiences of specific activities tried from BWTL 
• • • • 
 Meeting 4 Totals 8 8 8 5 
Group 1 Totals 34 24 21 14 
Total percent of topics reaching indicated level of cycle of inquiry 100 70.1 61.8 41.2 
5
3
 
   
Table 4. Group 2 teachers‟ use of the cycle of inquiry. Continued on next page. 
 
Topics of Discussion Related to Shared Purpose D DM A E 
Meeting 1 
Clarifying word meanings for students •    
Pros and cons of using sophisticated vocabulary in the classroom • •   
Using storybooks to introduce new vocabulary • • •  
Providing opportunities for ELLs to use language in the classroom •    
Working thematically with ELLs •    
Home language environment •    
Making vocabulary instruction fun • • •  
Meeting 1 Totals 7 3 2 0 
Meeting 2 
BWTL examples that are not relevant for ELLs •    
Student friendly definitions • • •  
Teaching Tier 1 words to ELLs is necessary •    
Many BWTL concepts already used by ELE teachers •    
Choosing words to teach • • •  
Teaching language structures (grammar) •    
Academic vocabulary vs. Tier 2 vocabulary •    
Poverty and language development •    
Meeting 2 Totals 8 1 1 0 
5
4
 
 
 
   
Meeting 3 
District wide vocabulary notebook initiative 
• •   
Assessing students‟ vocabulary knowledge 
•    
Interactive ways of teaching word meanings 
• • •  
Doing BWTL activities takes time 
 
•    
Explaining words kids don‟t know during read alouds takes time 
•    
Importance of working vocabulary activities into daily routines 
• •   
Need scaffolded but not prescriptive vocabulary curriculum 
•    
How to support general education teachers in teaching vocabulary more consistently 
 
• •   
Some BWTL concepts similar to Sheltered Instruction concepts – already being used 
by ELE teachers 
•    
Teachers need to take ownership of vocabulary curriculum 
•    
Meeting 3 Totals 10 3 0 0 
Meeting 4 
Helping students use context to derive word meanings 
•    
Can be difficult to teach Tier 2 words to ELLs 
•    
Context often supports word meanings in early elementary texts 
•    
Dictionaries not always helpful for students 
•    
5
5
 
   
 
Language rich environment can be challenging for ELLs if not well supported 
• •   
Teachers need to be conscious of word choice when explaining new words 
•    
Giving students opportunities to use language in the classroom 
•    
ELL teachers collaborating with classroom teachers 
• • •  
How BWTL concepts should be taught to other teachers 
• •   
Meeting 4 Totals 9 3 1 0 
Group 2 Totals 34 10 4 0 
Total percent of topics reaching indicated level of cycle of inquiry 100 29.4 11.8 0 56
 
 57  
Shared Purpose 
The primary evaluator calculated the percentage of time each group spent in 
activities related to the shared purpose of improving teaching and learning. Twenty 
percent of study group transcripts were rated by two observers, and interrater reliability 
for the raters was found to be Kappa = 0.78 (p<.0001), 95% CI (0.74, 0.82). Percentages 
of time spent engaged in dialogue related to shared purpose for each meeting are 
presented in Table 5. 
Table 5. Percentage of time participants engaged in shared purpose 
Meeting Group 1 Group 2 
1 90.1 72.6 
2 93.2 83.7 
3 81.0 90.8 
4 70.0 72.6 
Average 83.3 79.9 
 
Ratings of Teacher Collaboration 
The primary evaluator assessed teachers‟ collaborative practices using the 
Teacher Collaboration Assessment Rubric (TCAR; Gajda & Koliba, 2007; Appendix D) 
following each study group meeting. As noted, the TCAR assesses the primary 
components of collaboration, including dialogue, decision-making, action, and 
evaluation. Ratings on the TCAR are measured on a six-point scale, with higher numbers 
indicating higher levels of collaboration. Data from the TCAR ratings are presented in 
Table 6.
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Table 6. Facilitator TCAR ratings. 
 
Meeting Dialogue 
Decision-
Making 
Action Evaluation 
Group 1 
1 5 4 4 3 
2 5 5 4 3 
3 5 5 4 4 
4 4 5 4 3 
 Group 1 
Averages 
4.75 4.75 4 3.25 
Group 2 
1 4 2 1 1 
2 4 2 2 1 
3 3 2 1 1 
4 3 1 1 1 
 Group 2 
Averages 
3.5 1.75 1.25 1 
 
To assist in triangulating the data to approach consensus on the extent to which 
the teacher groups engaged in cycles of inquiry, each participant rated the overall extent 
of collaboration in her group using the TCAR during Phase III (Gajda & Koliba, 2007). 
As noted, participants were introduced to the TCAR during their first study group 
meetings as a way of understanding the essential elements of collaboration. Ratings from 
the TCAR are presented in Table 7 for each of the elements of collaboration. 
Table 7. Teacher average TCAR ratings. 
Group Dialogue 
Decision-
Making 
Action Evaluation 
1 4.5 4 3.5 2.5 
2 2 1.5 1 1 
 
Focus Groups 
Following the final study group meetings, teachers participated in focus groups to 
discuss their experiences relative to teacher collaboration, as well as learning and using 
new vocabulary instructional practices. Three of four members of Group 1 were able to 
attend their focus group (Ms. Webster, Ms. Matthis, and Ms. Chase). Two of four 
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members of Group 2 were able to attend their focus group (Ms. Castor and Ms. Spencer). 
Themes arising from focus group discussions are presented in Table 8. 
Table 8. Focus group themes related to DDAE 
 Group 1 Group 2 
Dialogue 
Facilitator asked questions related to 
the reading 
No conflicts arose 
Dialogue could be improved by more 
specific questions 
Topics: 
How vocabulary instruction might be 
different for ELLs 
How to choose words to teach 
How to encourage students to use new 
vocabulary 
Sharing vocabulary ideas 
Participants are “chatty” – 
sometimes get off topic 
Facilitator poses questions 
No “open” conflicts 
Some criticisms of the readings 
ELL students have vocabulary 
needs that go beyond those 
discussed in BWTL 
Topics: 
Vocabulary acquisition 
BWTL readings 
Decision-
Making 
Decided to apply for NEA grant to 
continue work next year 
All individual teachers made 
instructional decisions for their 
classrooms 
Decision making could be improved by 
working with more people from the 
same building 
Some teachers made decisions 
about instructional practices in 
their classrooms 
Decision making could be 
improved through better goal 
setting 
Decision making could be 
improved with more 
administrative support for school 
or district wide initiatives 
Action 
Teachers made individual actions for 
their own classrooms 
Action could be improved if meetings 
were more frequent 
Action could be improved with time 
Talking to colleagues not in the 
study group about Tier 1 and Tier 
2 vocabulary 
Reading BWTL 
Some BWTL activities tried in 
some classrooms 
Evaluation 
Mostly anecdotal evidence 
More aware of different language 
abilities of different students 
Evaluation largely through observation 
of students during instruction 
Evaluation could be improved by being 
more systematic about collecting data 
Mostly anecdotal evidence 
Assessment of student vocabulary 
learning is often informal 
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Summary of Results on Teacher Collaborative Practices 
Teacher collaboration data were collected to answer the evaluation question, how 
do teachers engage in the foundational processes of collaboration, including establishing 
a shared purpose and engaging in a cycle of inquiry? With respect to shared purpose, both 
groups varied in their abilities to adhere to the topic of improving student learning 
outcomes as measured by the percent of transcripts spent on shared purpose, with both 
groups ranging between about 70% and 90% adherence to topics related to increasing 
student achievmenet. Group 1 teachers became increasingly more likely to stray from the 
shared purpose in each successive meeting, and Group 2 teachers demonstrated a less 
consistent pattern of adherence to the shared purpose in their dialogue. Review of the 
topics of dialogue presented in Table 3 indicate that although Group 2 participants‟ 
ratings of shared purpose were at times quite high (e.g., during Meeting 3, 90.8% of 
dialogue focused on the improvement of instruction and students‟ learning outcomes), 
their dialogue tended to focus on abstract or theoretical topics related to the improvement 
of instruction and student learning. Major topics discussed by Group 2 during Meeting 3, 
for instance, included how to support general education teachers in teaching vocabulary 
more consistently and the need for teachers to take ownership of the vocabulary 
curriculum. Although both these topics could have been discussed with respect to actions 
Group 2 teachers could or would take in their own classrooms, dialogue centered largely 
on how other teachers could theoretically improve their instruction. 
Group 1 teachers, on the other hand, were more likely to focus their dialogue on 
pressing problems to be addressed in their own classrooms, which were then much more 
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likely to progress further through the cycle of inquiry. In Meeting 3, which focused on 
the same content from Bringing Words to Life Group 2 teachers had read for Meeting 3, 
Group 1 teachers discussed topics of immediate relevance to their own classrooms, 
including choosing which words to teach in books, choosing which books to read during 
read alouds, and using words in multiple contexts. 
Teacher and facilitator assessments of collaborative practices as measured by the 
TCAR were moderately to highly correllated, with ratings for evaluation registering the 
greatest discrepancies between teachers and facilitator for Group 1 and shared purpose 
registering the greatest discrepancies between teachers and facilitator for Group 2. 
Evidence from observations of teacher collaboration along with the results of teacher and 
facilitator TCARs indicated that in general, Group 1 teachers were much more likely to 
engage in more aspects of the cycle of inquiry than Group 2 teachers. Despite their ability 
to engage in the cycle of inquiry to a greater extent than Group 2 teachers, however, 
Group 1 teachers achieved only moderate scores on measures of evaluation. All scores on 
teacher completed TCARs for Group 2 were low. 
The focus group interviews provided additional insight into the groups‟ abilities 
to engage in the cycle of inquiry. Group 1 teachers were able to identify more dialogue 
topics which progressed further along the cycle of inquiry than Group 2 teachers. As with 
dialogue during the study group meetings, Group 2 discussion during the focus group 
meetings tended to focus on more theoretical or hypothetical topics. For instance, 
teachers talked about decisions that could have been made or actions that could have been 
taken. In addition, teachers in Group 2 reiterated the other vocabulary needs of ELL 
students, beyond those highlighted in Bringing Words to Life (Beck et al., 2002), a theme 
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that came up frequently during their study group meetings. Both groups indicated that all 
evidence brought to the study groups was anecdotal in nature. 
Teacher Learning 
Teachers‟ learning was assessed through their use of the essential concepts 
presented in Bringing Word to Life (Beck et al., 2002). 
Use of Vocabulary Instructional Skills and Strategies 
Teachers were assessed on their classroom use of a number of instructional skills 
presented in Bringing Words to Life (Beck et al., 2002). In determining teachers‟ abilities 
to choose Tier 2 words for instruction, transcripts of Phase I and Phase III read alouds 
were analyzed for the words chosen for instruction. As a measure of the richness of the 
language environment provided by teachers, Phase I and Phase III morning meetings 
were analyzed for the number of Tier 2 words presented by each teacher in the first ten 
minutes of the meetings. For all other skills, including creating student friendly 
definitions, presenting new words effectively, modeling the use of context to determine 
word meaning, and providing students with additional opportunities to interact with 
newly learned words, rubrics were used to determine the extent to which teachers 
demonstrated these skills. 
For Tier 2 words chosen for instruction, the interrater reliability for the raters was 
found to be Kappa = 0.69 (p=.002), 95% CI (0.40, 1.0). Table 9 shows the number of 
Tier 2 words presented for instruction during Phase I and Phase III read alouds in each 
classroom. Beck et al., (2002) recommend presenting students with three Tier 2 words for 
each read aloud. 
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Table 9. Words chosen for instruction during storybook read alouds. 
 Teacher 
Phase I 
# of Tier 2 
words 
Phase III 
# of Tier 2 
Words 
Group 1 
Wilson 0 3 
Webster 1 2 
Matthis 0 3 
Chase 4 3 
 
Group 1 
Average 
1.25 2.75 
Group 2 
Spencer 2 1 
Schieffer 2 3 
Castor 2 0 
Reese 0 0 
 
Group 2 
Average 
1.5 1 
 
Table 10 shows the number of Tier 2 words used by each teacher during the first 
ten minutes of morning meetings in Phases I and III. Because meetings varied in length 
within and across classrooms, only the first ten minutes of meetings were transcribed for 
analysis. The number of Tier 2 words used by teachers during instruction is presented 
here as a means of understanding the richness of language presented by participating 
teachers in their classrooms. For number of Tier 2 words used during morning meetings, 
the interrater reliability for the raters was found to be Kappa = 0.89 (p<.0001), 95% CI 
(0.82, 0.96).
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Table 10. Number of Tier 2 words in morning meetings 
 Teacher 
Phase I 
# of Tier 2 
Words 
Phase III 
# of Tier 2 
Words 
Group 1 
Wilson 2 20 
Webster 7 17 
Matthis 7 20 
Chase 11 6 
 
Group 1 
Average 
6.75 15.75 
Group 2 
Spencer 5 5 
Schieffer 7 9 
Castor 8 0 
Reese 4 5 
 
Group 2 
Average 
6 4.75 
 
Teachers were also assessed on the extent to which they created student-friendly 
definitions for the words they presented for instruction during read alouds. Ratings were 
based on a rubric measuring whether definitions characterized the word and how it is 
typically used, and explained the word‟s meaning in everyday language. Ratings were 
scored on a 3-point scale, where 0 = does not meet the criteria, 1 = partially meets the 
criteria, and 2 = fully meets the criteria. For one read aloud in Phase I and one read aloud 
in Phase III for each teacher, all definitions provided were scored, and mean scores across 
definitions are presented for each teacher in Table 11. For student-friendly defintions, the 
interrater reliability for the raters was found to be Kappa = 0.84 (p<.0001), 95% CI (0.78, 
0.90).
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Table 11. Teachers‟ use of student-friendly definitions. 
 
Teacher 
Phase I 
Mean 
Definition 
Score * 
Phase III 
Mean 
Definition 
Score * 
Group 1 
Wilson 2 2 
Webster 2 2 
Matthis 1.5 2 
Chase 1.6 2 
 Group 1 
Average 
1.8 2 
Group 2 
Spencer 2 2 
Schieffer 0.7 2 
Castor ** ** 
Reese 1.5 1.3 
 Group 2 
Average 
1.1 1.3 
* Scores range 0-2. 
   ** Teacher did not define any words during instruction. 
 
The extent to which teachers followed the instructional sequence presented in 
Bringing Words to Life (Beck et al., 2002) in teaching new word meanings to students 
was assessed using the Instructional Sequence Rubric (Appendix H). The rubric recorded 
the presence or absence of six essential steps in the instructional process. Definitions 
provided to students in one read aloud in Phase I and one read aloud in Phase II were 
scored using the rubric, and average scores per teacher were calculated. For teachers‟ use 
of the recommended instructional steps in introducing new words, the interrater reliability 
for the raters was found to be Kappa = 0.85 (p<.0001), 95% CI (0.78, 0.91). Table 12 
presents the average scores on the Instructional Sequence Rubric. 
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Table 12. Following recommended instructional sequence for presenting new words 
 
Teacher 
Phase I 
Mean % of Sequence 
Followed 
Phase III 
Mean % of Sequence 
Followed 
Group 1 
Wilson 50% 70% 
Webster 33% 67% 
Matthis 33% 50% 
Chase 28% 83% 
 Group 1 Average 36% 67.5% 
Group 2 
Spencer 29% 48% 
Schieffer 38% 48% 
Castor ** ** 
Reese 29% ** 
 Group 2 Average 24% 48% 
** Teacher did present new words during instruction. 
 
The extent to which teachers followed the instructional sequence presented in 
Bringing Words to Life (Beck et al., 2002) in modeling the use of context in derving word 
meaning was assessed using the Rubric for Modeling Context Use (Appendix I). The 
rubric recorded the presence or absence of seven essential steps in the instructional 
process. Opportunties provided to students in one read aloud in Phase I and one read 
aloud in Phase III were scored using the rubric. Because modeling context use is not 
necessary or appropriate for each new word presented in instruction, the greatest number 
of steps followed by each teacher for a word presented during the read aloud was 
calculated. Table 13 depicts the results for teachers‟ use of the recommended 
instructional sequence for modeling context use to help students derive the meaning of 
new words. For teachers‟ use of the recommended instructional steps in modeling context 
use, the interrater reliability for the raters was found to be Kappa = 0.83 (p<.0001), 95% 
CI (0.74, 0.92).
 67  
Table 13. Following recommended instructional sequence for modeling context use 
 
Teacher 
Phase I 
Mean % of Sequence 
Followed 
Phase III 
Mean % of Sequence 
Followed 
Group 1 
Wilson 14% 100% 
Webster 14% 100% 
Matthis 29% 86% 
Chase 0% 71% 
 Group 1 Average 14.3% 89.3% 
Group 2 
Spencer 29% 52% 
Schieffer 43% 48% 
Castor ** ** 
Reese 29% ** 
 Group 2 Average 25.3% 25% 
** Teacher did present new words during instruction. 
 
The extent to which teachers provided students with additional activities to 
engage students in interacting with newly learned words was assessed using the Checklist 
of Additional Vocabulary Supports (Appendix J). The list of additional vocabulary 
support activities was derived from activities presented in the final two chapters of 
Bringing Words to Life. Teachers were also given credit for additional vocabulary 
support activities that were not included in Bringing Words to Life, but were thought to 
increase the word knowledge or word consciousness of students. The total number of 
additional activities was recorded for one read aloud in Phase I and one read aloud in 
Phase III for each teacher, and results are presented in Table 14. For teachers‟ use of the 
additional vocabulary supports, the interrater reliability for the raters was found to be 
Kappa = 0.83 (p<.0001), 95% CI (0.59, 1.0). 
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Table 14. Additional vocabulary supports provided to students. 
 
Teacher 
Phase I 
# of Additional Supports 
Phase III 
# of Additional Supports 
Group 1 
Wilson 0 1 
Webster 0 1 
Matthis 2 3 
Chase 0 2 
 Group 1 
Average 
0.5 1.8 
Group 2 
Spencer 0 0 
Schieffer 0 0 
Castor 0 0 
Reese 0 0 
 Group 2 
Average 
0 0 
 
Summary of Results on Teacher Learning 
Data documenting teachers‟ instructional practices were collected to answer the 
evaluation question, how do teachers apply new knowledge and skills in vocabulary 
instruction in their classrooms? Evidence was collected on six aspects of teachers‟ 
instruction, and Group 1 teachers outperformed Group 2 teachers on each measure. For 
some measures, including the number of Tier 2 words used during morning meetings and 
following the recommended instructional sequences for presenting new words and 
modeling the use of context in determining word meanings, Group 1 teachers‟ scores 
increased considerably between Phase I and Phase III. On four of the six assessment 
measures, at least one of the teachers in Group 2 did not engage in the assessed activity at 
all either during Phase I or Phase III observations or both. 
Student Learning 
Students‟ vocabulary learning was assessed both with respect to their learning of 
specific words taught in the context of read-alouds, as well as their “word 
consciousness.” 
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Vocabulary Assessments 
Both receptive and expressive vocabulary learning were assessed before and after 
the implementation of the study groups. In both Phases I and III, students were assessed 
on three Tier 2 words presented during read alouds both before and after the reads alouds 
occurred. During Phase I, before teachers had learned the concept of Tier 2 words from 
Bringing Words to Life, three Tier 2 words were chosen by the primary evaluator from a 
read aloud book chosen by the teachers. During Phase III, teachers chose the focus Tier 2 
words in concert with the primary evaluator. Books, focus words, and questions used in 
the pre- and post-assessments are presented in Appendix K. 
Students‟ expressive vocabulary learning was assessed by their abilities to provide 
defintions of the focus words. Students were asked two questions regarding each focus 
word: 1. What does (focus word) mean? and 2. Tell me anything else you know about 
(focus word). Responses to both prompts were scored together, and given 2 points for a 
complete response, 1 point for a partial or related response, and 0 points for an unrelated 
response or no response. On the expressive vocabulary measure, the maximum possible 
score for each student for the three focus words was 6. As a receptive measure of 
students‟ learning of words from story book read alouds, students were asked two yes/no 
questions about each of the focus words in novel contexts. Students‟ received 1 point for 
each correct answer and 0 points for each incorrect answer. On the receptive vocabulary 
measure, the maximum possible score for each student for the three focus words was 6. 
On students‟ receptive vocabulary assessment scores, the interrater reliability for the 
raters was found to be Kappa = 0.84 (p<.0001), 95% CI (0.79, 0.89). On students‟ 
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expressive vocabulary assessment scores, the interrater reliability for the raters was found 
to be Kappa = 0.85 (p<.0001), 95% CI (0.82, 0.88). 
Both receptive and expressive word learning data were analyzed using Wilcoxon 
signed-rank tests in order to assess whether differences between Phase I and Phase III 
vocabulary learning were significant for any of the teachers. Tests of significance for the 
receptive and expressive assessments are presented in Tables 15 and 16, respectively. 
Effect sizes (r = Z/√N) are presented for tests significant at the p<.05 level. Ranks are 
presented in Appendix O. 
Table 15. Tests of significance for receptive vocabulary assessments. 
 Teacher Z 
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-tailed) 
r 
Group 1 
Wilson -.426
a
 .670  
Webster -1.633
 a
 .102  
Matthis -2.539
 a
 .011 .50 
Chase -.666
 a
 .505  
Group 2 
Spencer -.957. 339
 a
  
Schieffer -2.127
 a
 .033 .35 
Castor -1.706
 a
 . 088  
Reese -.965
 a
 .335  
a
 Based on positive ranks. 
 
Table 16. Tests of significance for expressive vocabulary assessments. 
 Teacher Z 
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-tailed) 
r 
Group 1 
Wilson -.531
a
 .595  
Webster .000
 a
 1.000  
Matthis -1.994
a
 .046 .39 
Chase -1.486
 a
 .137  
Group 2 
Spencer -.276
 a
 .783  
Schieffer -1.394
 a
 .163  
Castor -.175
 a
 . 861  
Reese -.447
 a
 .655  
a
 Based on positive ranks. 
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Word Consciousness 
Word consciousness was assessed in two ways: student self-assessments and 
direct observation. Results are presented in the following sections. 
Student Self-Assessments 
In Phases I and III, students completed rating scales regarding their interests and 
abilities in word learning. The rating scales consisted of seven questions presented on a 
5-point Likert scale. Ratings were averaged across students within each classroom, and 
analyzed using Wilcoxon signed-rank tests in order to assess whether differences 
between Phase I and Phase III word consciousness self-assessments were significant for 
either any of the teachers. Tests of significance for the Word Consciousness Self-
Assesmsments are presented in Table 17. Effect sizes (r = Z/√N) are presented for tests 
significant at the p<.05 level. Ranks are presented in Appendix O. 
Table 17. Tests of significance for WC self-assessments. 
 Teacher Z 
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-tailed) 
r 
Group 1 
Wilson -.962
a
 .336  
Webster -1.633
a
 .102  
Matthis -2.446
a
 .014 .48 
Chase -1.822
a
 .068  
Group 2 
Spencer -.730
a
 .465  
Schieffer -.939
a
 .348  
Castor -1.725
  a
 .084  
Reese -.816
 a
 .414  
a
 Based on positive ranks. 
 
Direct Observation 
In Phases I and III, instances of word consciousness were recorded during read 
aloud instruction in each of the teachers‟ classrooms. Instances were recorded in four 
categories: answering questions about words, noticing target words during instruction, 
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asking questions about words, and bringing up words learned in previous lessons. 
Descriptive data from Phases I and III were summed across categories and are presented 
for each teacher by group in Table 18. 
Table 18. Direct observation of students‟ word consciousness (WC). 
 
Teacher 
Phase I 
Instances 
of WC 
Phase III 
Instances  
of WC 
Group 1 
Wilson 0 6 
Webster 0 6 
Matthis 2 6 
Chase 2 13 
 Group 1 
Average 
1 7.8 
Group 2 
Spencer 1 2 
Schieffer 5 5 
Castor 0 0 
Reese 0 0 
 Group 2 
Average 
1.5 1.8 
 
Students‟ word consciousness was also directly assessed through asking students 
whether they were able to name one word they had learned recently. Students were asked 
about recently learned words during Phases I and III, prior to the collection of student 
vocabulary assessment pre-data. Data from Phases I and III were averaged for each 
teacher, and are presented in Table 19.
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Table 19. Student reports of word consciousness (WC). 
 
Teacher 
Phase I 
Average 
Reports 
of WC 
Phase III 
Average 
Reports 
of WC 
Group 1 
Wilson 14% 86% 
Webster 67% 100% 
Matthis 15% 92% 
Chase 6% 71% 
 Group 1 
Average 
25.5% 87.3% 
Group 2 
Spencer 0% 17% 
Schieffer 11% 37% 
Castor 0% 0% 
Reese 0% 0% 
 Group 2 
Average 
2.8% 27% 
 
Summary of Results on Student Learning 
On the measures of student receptive and expressive vocabulary learning, 
students from Ms. Matthis‟ class in Group 1 performed significantly better during Phase 
III than they had in Phase I. Mrs. Schieffer‟s students in Group 2 also performed 
significantly better on the receptive vocabulary assessment in Phase III than they had in 
Phase I. Comparisons of scores between Phases I and III for all other group students did 
not reach statistical significance. 
Results on the Student Self-Assessment of Word Consciousness were 
significantly greater for Ms. Matthis‟s students in Group 1, and did not reach statistical 
significance for any other group of students. Through direct observation, students 
whose teachers participated in Group 1 were much more likely than students whose 
teachers participated in Group 2 to engage in instances of word consciousness during 
classroom instruction as measured by the Word Consciousness Assessment Rubric, or 
be able to recall a recently learned word when asked by the primary evaluator. 
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Significantly, students from two of the four Group 2 classrooms were observed 
engaging in no instances of word consciousness during Phase I or Phase III 
observations, although one teacher‟s (Ms. Schieffer) students were observed to engage 
in more instance of word consciousness during Phase III. 
Social Validity 
Social validity data were collected from each participating teacher using a 
survey instrument. The social validity survey consisted of two parts. In Part 1, teachers 
were asked to rate their participation in the study group in terms of both content and 
process using a four-point Likert scale. Scores were averaged for each teacher, and are 
presented in Table 20. 
Table 20. Social validity ratings. 
 Teacher Mean Rating* 
Group 1 
Wilson 3.9 
Webster 3.8 
Matthis 3.7 
Chase 3.8 
 Group 1 
Average 
3.8 
Group 2 
Spencer 3.6 
Schieffer 3.9 
Castor 3.1 
Reese 3.1 
 Group 2 
Average 
3.4 
*Ratings on 1-4 scale; 1 = strongly disagree; 4 = strongly agree 
 
Teachers also completed open-ended responses regarding their participation in 
the study groups. Teachers‟ responses to the open-ended questions are summarized in 
the following paragraphs, organized by group. 
All teachers in Group 1 indicated that their participation in the study group 
furthered their professional goals. All four teachers cited collaboration with colleagues 
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as a primary benefit of the study group format, and three out of four described specific 
instructional strategies they now use as a result of participation in the study group. 
Overall, comments by Group 1 teachers were goal-oriented, including developing 
specific lesson plans for use with students, including more Tier 2 words in everyday 
instruction, and taking into account the needs of diverse learners when creating and 
implementing vocabulary lessons. In responding to questions regarding potential 
changes to the study group format, two of the four teachers indicated an interest in the 
facilitator providing more guiding questions, beyond those used in the Study Group 
Management Form. 
All four teachers in Group 2 also noted positive comments about collaborating 
with other teachers in the study group format, as well as about the book. Two of the 
teachers indicated specific instructional strategies they are using as a result of their 
participation in the study group. One teacher (Ms. Reese) indicated that she does not 
plan to use anything she learned in the study group to improve student learning. In 
response to questions about potential improvements, two of the four teachers indicated 
they would have liked to have worked with more similar teachers (same level or same 
school). 
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CHAPTER 4 
DISCUSSION 
 
The purpose of this evaluation was to assess the strengths and weaknesses of a 
professional development program involving teacher collaboration in vocabulary 
instruction, and to identify areas of improvement for future professional development 
activities engaged in by program participants. The evaluation was completed in three 
phases. Phase I involved the collection of pre-test data regarding teachers‟ instructional 
practices and student vocabulary learning using quantitative and qualitative data 
collection methods. In Phase II, the teachers and facilitator engaged in collaborative 
study group actitvities focused on learning the content presented in Bringing Words to 
Life (Beck et al., 2002), planning and implementing vocabulary instructional strategies, 
and evaluating the effectiveness of those strategies based on student learning outcomes. 
Finally Phase III focused on post-assessments of teachers‟ instructional practices and 
student vocabulary learning, as well as teacher ratings of the level of collaborative 
practices in their study groups as well as the social validity of the professional 
development program. Data collection measures addressed the evaluation questions: 
How are teachers collaborating? 
How do teachers apply the new knowledge and skills in their classrooms? 
Does students‟ vocabulary learning change following teachers‟ participation in 
the collaborative study groups? Are students more “word conscious” following 
teachers‟ participation in the collaborative study groups? 
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The following sections summarize and synthesize the results for each evaluation 
question, as well as discuss the limitations of the current study. The final sections 
present recommendations that emerged from the evaluation. As noted, a primary 
purpose of the current evaluation was to evaluate the merit and worth of the 
professional development program in order to provide insight for making improvements 
on similar programs undertaken by the primary evaluator relative to teaching teachers 
about effective vocabulary instruction. Specfically, based on the shortcomings in 
professional development relative to teaching teachers effective vocabulary 
instructional practices noted in the preceding literature review, the primary evaluator is 
continuing to develop and refine an effective vocabulary professional development 
program for elementary teachers. In the school year following the completion of the 
current study, the primary evaluator engaged many of the same teachers in further 
collaborative study about vocabulary instruction, using lessons learned from the current 
evaluation to guide program planning. 
Evaluation Question 1: Teacher Collaboration 
The first evaluation question addressed the extent to which teachers engaged in 
the essential aspects of collaboration, as understood from the research literature (i.e., 
shared purpose, dialogue, decision making, action, evalation). Results from Phases II 
and III indicated that teachers‟ dialogue was more likely to be focused on the shared 
purpose of improving teacher instruction and student learning, although there were 
differences in the results obtained from the two study groups. Group 1‟s dialogue 
became increasingly less focused on the specified shared purpose as the meetings 
progressed, with percentage of time spent in dialogue about shared purpose decreasing 
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from 90-93% in the first two meetings, to just over 70% in the fourth and final meeting. 
Group 2‟s dialogue also fluctuated between about 70% and about 90% over the course 
of the four meetings, although their total average time spent on dialogue related to 
shared purpose was less than that of Group 1. In addition, qualitative analyses revealed 
that Group 2 teachers were more likely to engage in dialogue related to hypothetical 
situations that could improve teaching and learning, rather than problems of practice 
with their own students in their own classrooms, as well as the vocabulary needs of ELL 
students that were not directly addressed in Bringing Words to Life (Beck et al., 2002). 
Comments from teachers on the social validity surveys indicated that additional 
focusing questions provided by the facilitator may have helped teachers stay focused on 
the groups‟ shared purpose. 
Facilitator and teacher TCAR results, as well as qualitative analyses of study 
group meetings, indicated that teachers in Group 1 were more likely to follow their 
topics of dialogue farther through the cycle of inquiry than teachers in Group 2. In 
social validity surveys, some teachers indicated engaging in decision making would 
have been easier if they had been able to collaborate with more similar teachers (e.g., 
same school, same grade). Overall, teachers in both groups were strongest at engaging 
in dialogue related to increasing student achievement, and showed the greatest 
weakness in engaging in evaluation of actions they had taken relative to improving 
vocabulary instruction. Significantly, all evaluation decisions were based on anecdotal 
evidence from teachers‟ classrooms. 
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Evaluation Question 2: Teacher Learning Outcomes 
Clear differences emerged in the extent to which teachers adopted strategies 
from Bringing Words to Life into their classroom practice across the two groups. All 
teachers in Group 1 engaged in more of the target instructional practices in Phase III 
compared to their use of those strategies in Phase I. Group 2 teachers were much less 
likely overall to consistently engage in the recommended instructional strategies. For 
some of the teacher learning outcomes, one or two of the teachers in Group 2 did not 
implement any of the targeted instructional practices during Phase III. Triangulated 
evidence from focus group interviews and study group meetings indicated that the 
observed results likely represented the teachers‟ actual practices with respect to those 
instructional strategies. 
Evaluation Question 3: Student Learning Outcomes 
Results on measures of student achievement varied across the study group 
classrooms, with only students of one Group 1 teacher (Ms. Matthis) and one Group 2 
teacher (Ms. Schieffer) demonstrating significant increases in their learning of 
vocabulary word meanings across the course of the study. Results relative to students‟ 
levels of word consciousness were mixed. Student ratings reflected significant increases 
for just one teacher in Group 1 (Ms. Matthis) and no teachers in Group 2, whereas direct 
observational data indicate that students in Group 1 teachers‟ classrooms were more 
likely to engage in behaviors that could indicate interest in or facility with word 
learning. Students of two teachers in Group 2 (Ms. Schieffer and Ms. Spencer) showed 
modest gains on observed instances of word consciousness between Phases I and III. 
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Synthesizing Results 
Although the current evaluation was not designed to demonstrate causal links 
between teacher collaboration, teachers‟ instructional changes, and student learning, 
trends did emerge among these measured outcomes. As noted, teachers in Group 1 were 
more likely to engage in the essential elements of collaboration than teachers in Group 
2, including being more likely to both try out new instructional strategies and bring 
those strategies back to the group for discussion. Observational evidence corroborated 
that teachers in Group 1 used more recommended instructional strategies in their 
classrooms than teachers in Group 2, with some teachers in Group 2 observed trying a 
very limited number of strategies. Evidence of student learning indicated that it was also 
students of Group 1 teachers who were more likely than students of Group 2 teachers to 
have increased their word consciousness following teachers‟ participation in the study 
groups. Evidence of students‟ abilities to learn new words was more limited, although 
again, students of teachers in Group 1, compared with students of teachers in Group 2, 
evidenced more statistically significant changes in their abilities to learn new words 
followed teachers‟ particpation in the study groups. This pattern of outcomes between 
the two groups, with Group 1 evidencing more teacher collaboration, use of new 
instructional strategies by teachers, and positive student learning outcomes compared 
with Group 2, parallels the underlying theory of action driving the current evaluation, 
namely that increases in teacher collaboration lead to increases in teachers‟ classroom 
use of new knowledge and skills, which ultimately lead to increases in student 
achievement. 
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Two primary challenges emerged that may have acted to impede teacher 
collaboration. First, although Group 2 teachers regularly engaged in dialogue related to 
the shared purpose of improving instruction and enhancing student learning, evidence 
indicated that a persistent focus of their dialogue continued to be the diverse vocabulary 
needs of ELL students, beyond those needs addressed in Bringing Words to Life (Beck 
et al., 2002) and related discussions. The limited number of new instructional strategies 
implemented and evaluated by Group 2 teachers in their classrooms may have reflected 
their reluctance to deviate from the vocabulary instructional strategies three of the four 
teachers (i.e., the ELE teachers) were already using to support their ELL students‟ 
vocabulary needs. Teachers in Group 1, on the other hand, were more active in their 
adoption of recommended instructional strategies, allowing them to use more strategies 
with their students, and discuss the strengths and weaknesses of those strategies with 
their peers. This relative difference in shared interest, with Group 1 teachers showing 
more interest in incorporating recommended strategies more explicitly into their 
instruction than Group 2 teachers, may have contributed to the significant differences in 
collaboration observed between the two groups.   
A second challenge to teacher collaboration emerged in observations of 
teachers‟ evaluation of the success of instructional strategies. As noted, evaluation of 
the instructional actions taken by teachers was restricted to anecdotal evidence of 
students‟ resulting vocabulary learning. Despite Group 1 teachers‟ tendency to bring 
their use of new instructional strategies back to the group for discussion, evaluation of 
those strategies was restricted to isolated examples of student learning, rather than 
systematic analyses of the effect of their teaching on student learning more generally.  
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Limitations 
Due to the evaluation methods employed in the current study, it is impossible to 
draw causal inferences between the measured teacher collaboration practices and the 
student and teacher learning variables. However, qualitative evidence suggests that the 
intervention was a potential source of teacher learning outcomes as well as student 
successes on measures of word consciousness. As stated earlier, the main purpose of 
evaluation is to make a judgment of the value and worth of the program being evaluated 
(Fitzpatrick et al., 1004), and findings from the current evaluation cannot be generalized 
to similar programs without replication of the program variables. 
Small group sizes limited the power of statistical tests of comparisons of 
students‟ word learning abilities and word consciousness self-assessment scores 
between Phase I and Phase III, making it difficult to find differences in pre/post scores, 
even if differences did exist. In addition, the current evaluation did not take into account 
other factors that may have contributed to students‟ abilities to learn new word 
meanings or engage in activities reflective of word consciousness beyond the teacher 
collaborative inquiry. As such, results relative to students‟ vocabulary learning should 
be interpreted with a degree of caution. Relatedly, assessments of students‟ learning of 
words directly taught during instruction only included three words each in Phases I and 
III, although many more words were taught by many of the teachers over the course of 
the study. The particular words chosen for assessment may not accurately reflect 
students‟ abilities to learn new word meanings. 
As noted, this was an internal evaluation, and the primary evaluator served as 
the facilitator of the study groups. Although every precaution was taken to ensure that 
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participating teachers did not feel coerced into reporting false or exaggerated 
impressions of their participation during the focus group interviews and social validity 
surveys, it is still conceivable that teachers may have felt pressured to answer more 
positively or less negtively on either or both of those measures, even though they were 
not directly administered by the primary evaluator. In addition, the primary evaluator 
attempted to engage in unbiased analysis of the data by including outside assistants in 
analysis to the extent possible, but bias likely cannot be eliminated entirely from an 
internal evaluation. 
The make-up of the study groups may have affected the teachers‟ abilities to 
form successful, collaborative teams. Specifically, Group 2 was made up of three ELE 
teachers and one general education Kindergarten teacher (Ms. Schieffer), and discussion 
often focused on the specific vocabulary needs of English Langauge Learners. It is 
possible that either Ms. Schieffer would have been more successful in furthering the 
collaborative practices of a group made up of more similar teachers. Similarly, the three 
ELE teachers in Group 2 may have been more likely to make more instructional 
decisions had they been in a group with only ELE teachers. 
Finally, the groups were limited in the number and frequency of group meetings 
over the course of the professional development program. A small number of meetings 
was initially planned because of the limited amount of content to be covered in Bringing 
Words to Life, and group meetings were scheduled monthly to accommodate for 
teachers‟ schedules. However, teachers likely would have benefited from more, and 
more frequent, meetings in order to become a more cohesive unit and begin to engage in 
more interdependent, collaborative work. 
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Implications for Research and Practice 
Following an analysis of the process and outcomes of teacher collaboration in 
the current evaluation, a number of implications for research and practice in the area of 
teacher collaboration emerged. As noted, the primary investigator intended to use the 
strengths and weaknesses identified in the current program to further develop a 
professional development program for teachers aimed at increasing their use of 
effective vocabulary instructional strategies, and increasing students‟ vocabulary 
learning. As such, the primary investigator, in concert with participating teachers, made 
changes to the professional development program in an effort to increase adherence to 
the key elements of collaboration. Specfically the community of practice was expanded 
and extended in the subsequent school year, with teachers meeting monthly throughout 
the school year to discuss improving vocabulary instuction in their classrooms. The 
facilitator and one member teacher, in collaboration with a district grant writer, 
successfully wrote for a small grant from the National Edcuational Assocation to 
engage in the second year of collaborative study. The grant was written to provide 
stipends to teachers for their collaborative work in developing curriculum and 
implementing instruction. Teachers in Groups 1 and 2 were combined in order to 
increase the amount of interschool collaboration in the CoP, as well as expose teachers 
in Group 2 to some of the successes achieved by Group 1 teachers. Significantly, six of 
the eight teachers in the current evaluation opted to participate in the second year. 
According to Kennedy, Slavit, and Nelson (2009), one measure of the success of a 
program of professional development is the number of teachers that choose to 
participate in the activities over a number of years. Additionally, two teachers were 
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added to the group to create a more equal balance of teachers working at the same grade 
and in the same school. As noted by Little (1990), “what teachers hold in common – the 
basis of their affiliations with one another – may suggest something of the limits and 
possibilities of their collective action” (p. 257). Although all the teachers in the current 
study worked in the same district, their responses to the focus group interview questions 
indicated some teachers believed they could be more successful if they worked with 
more similar colleagues. The make-up of the second iteration of the community of 
practice includes two kindergarten teachers, two second-grade teachers, and four ELE 
teachers. The following sections highlight the implications for research and practice 
emerging from the current evaluation, with specific focus on how those implications 
were woven into an extension of the the community of practice developed during the 
current evaluation. 
Shared interest in the topic of collaboration emerged as a key factor that acted to 
impede collaboration for teachers in Group 2. Researchers and practioners in the field of 
teacher professional development are encouraged to ensure that teachers identify the 
focus of professional development to be imperative for their teaching. For the current 
community of practice, the teachers and facilitator decided collaboratively on the 
content and agenda for the second year‟s meetings. The first three meetings of the year 
were dedicated to creating lesson plans for read aloud storybooks based on the 
strategies identified in Bringing Words to Life (Beck et al., 2002). This collaborative 
effort was facilitated by the primary evaluator with the intention of engaging teachers 
who had not been as likely to participate in decision-making, action-taking, or 
evaluating in the current study in easy-to-accomplish, useful work that could lead 
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directly to positive results in their classrooms. Specfically, ELE teachers in Group 1 
who had been successful in engaging their students in the vocabulary instructional 
strategies recommended in Bringing Words to Life (Beck et al., 2002) were encouraged 
to explicitly share those strategies with teachers in Group 2 who had not been as 
enthusiastic about adopting new strategies because of their focus on their students‟ other 
vocabulary needs. As noted by Guskey (1986), teacher attitude toward changing 
teaching practices often follows changes in student learning outcomes as a result of 
implementing those new teaching practices, and it was thought that Group 2 teachers 
might be more likely to make instructional changes for their students if they could hear 
about the learning successes of similar students in other classrooms. In addition, the 
team decided collaboratively that the second half of the second year would be spent on 
learning more about instructional practices for academic vocabulary, as opposed to the 
literary, Tier 2 words that were the focus of the current evaluation. This had been an 
area of interest for most teachers throughout the current evaluation, and most teachers 
indicated they were interested in shifting their focus in the second year. A focus on 
academic vocabulary helped align the goals of the group specifically with the interests 
of those Group 2 teachers who had been less likely to implement the strategies from 
Bringing Words to Life (Beck et al., 2002) during the first year of implementation. A 
member of the group with expertise in the teaching of academic vocabulary, especially 
in relation to English Language Learners, helped the group choose two texts for 
collaborative foucs: a research article on how to adapt Beck et al.‟s (2002) three tier 
vocabulary program to work with ELLs (Calderón, August, Slavin, Duran, Madden, & 
Cheung, 2005), and a text on building acacemic vocabulary (Marzano & Pickering, 
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2005). Additionally, the facilitator supported the group in identifying methods for 
spreading their work to other practitioners. In the current evaluation, teachers in Group 
2 had focused largely on the ways in which other teachers in the district might be 
supported in implementing effective vocabulary instruction, indicating to the 
facililitator an interest on the part of those teachers in engaging in more consultative 
work. Consistent with past research on CoPs, teachers are more likely to engage in 
collaborative practice if they are wholeheartedly invested in the potential outcomes 
(Akerson et al., 2009; Englert & Tarrant; 1995, Reilly, 2008). In the second year of 
implementation, the facilitor successfully assisted CoP teachers in proposing workshops 
to be presented to other teachers at district and state levels. 
As noted, assessment literacy emerged as a significant deterrant to collaboration 
for both groups during the current evaluation. Results indicated that teachers may 
require additional skill building in order to engage successfully in evaluating the 
outcomes of their instruction on student learning, and professional development 
facilitators are encouraged to address assessment literacy with teachers directly. 
Relative to vocabulary instruction, the primary investigator made assessment a primary 
focus for teachers during the second year of the CoP. During the first study group 
meeting, the facilitator modeled measureable, acheiveable goals that could be pursued 
before the next study group meeting. Specifically, the facilitator identified Tier 2 words 
she would introduce to her students, how she would introduce those words, and 
methods of knowing whether students had learned the words. In the following meeting, 
the study group facilitator reported on the results of her teaching, with data given as to 
the levels of understanding each of her students had of the words following instruction. 
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In subsequent meetings, the facilitator included specific instruction and facilitated 
discussion on methods of vocabulary assessment, in order to assist teachers in learning 
methods of systematically assessing students‟ vocabulary knowledge beyond providing 
anecdotal information. Instruction was also provided to help teachers hone their 
practices for directly teaching word meanings, as evaluation results indicated that many 
students did not improve in their ability to learn new word meanings between Phases I 
and III.  
Finally, the current study highlighted the importance of teachers and 
professional development practitioners engaging in the systematic evaluation of 
ongoing professional development programs. Specifically, findings from the current 
evaluation were able to be used shortly after the conclusion of the study to improve the 
quality of teacher collaboration with the aim of further improving teachers‟ instructional 
practices and increasing student learning, thereby highlighting the utility of the 
evaluation design. Formative evaluation, such as the one conducted here, is a powerful 
tool for professional development researchers and practitioners interested in evaluating 
the process and outcomes of professional development programs, and subsequently 
using those results to improve programs and increase the likelihood that teacher 
professional development will result in enhanced student achievement.
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APPENDIX A 
 
STUDY GROUP MEETING AGENDA 
Opening 
 Facilitator welcomes members 
 Facilitator reviews ground rules as established during first meeting 
 
Check-in 
 Members use the questions on the Study Group Management Form to identify 
their personal goals and what they would like to work on in the current session 
 
Discussion of book chapter(s) 
 Facilitator reviews the learning objectives for the current chapter(s) 
 Members discuss the content, and ways to apply it to their classroom teaching 
 
Discussion of classroom instruction 
 Facilitator asks questions relative to how members are implementing BWTL 
instructional strategies in their classrooms 
 Members discuss instructional strategies they have tried or plan to try, and 
provide student outcome results, as possible 
 
Session evaluation and closing 
 Members use the questions on the Study Group Management Form to assess their 
participation in and satisfaction with the meeting 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Based on “Sample Agenda for Peer Coaching Circle Session,” from McNamara, C. 
(2002). Authenticity Circles facilitator’s guide: A step-by-step guide to facilitating peer 
coaching groups. Minneapolis, MN: Authenticity Consulting, LLC. 
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APPENDIX B 
 
STUDY GROUP MANAGEMENT FORM 
 
Before (or at the beginning of) each study group meeting: 
 
 What actions have I done towards my goals since our last meeting? How did 
those actions work out for me? What did I learn? 
 What‟s my goal – what do I want to work on in this meeting? 
 How do I plan to work towards my goal in this meeting? 
 Are there any materials that I brought to share with other members in this 
meeting? 
 
Following each study group meeting: 
 
 What worked for me in this meeting? 
 What didn‟t work for me in this meeting? 
 What could I have done to make this meeting better for me? 
 What did I learn in this session? How can I transfer what I learned to my 
classroom teaching? 
 What actions will I take toward my goal before our next meeting? 
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APPENDIX C 
 
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT SEQUENCE 
Meeting 1 
Chapter 1: Rationale for Robust Vocabulary Instruction 
 
Learning Objectives: 
 Teachers will understand the rationale for teaching specific word meanings, 
including why students cannot rely solely on context to learn new word meanings. 
 Teachers will be able to understand the rationale for developing students‟ “word 
consciousness.” 
 
Meeting 2 
Chapter 2: Choosing Words to Teach and Chapter 3: Introducing Vocabulary 
 
Learning Objectives: 
 Teachers will understand the problems with relying on dictionary definitions for 
word meanings. 
 Teachers will be able to identify Tier 2 words from grade-level children‟s books 
and/or content area curricula. 
 Teachers will be able to create student-friendly explanations for Tier 2 words 
chosen from grade-level children's books and/or content area curricula. 
 
Assessment of Teacher Learning: 
 Teachers will be observed one time following Meeting 2. Observations will occur 
during one read-aloud in teachers‟ classrooms. Observation data will focus on: 
o Definitions provided to students 
  
Meeting 3 
Chapter 4: Developing Vocabulary in the Earliest Grades 
 
Learning Objectives: 
 Teachers will be learn rich sources of new vocabulary words, including children‟s 
storybooks and conversations with adults. 
 Teachers will learn an appropriate instructional sequence for introducing a new 
word, including contextualizing the word for its role in the text, repeating the 
word, explaining the meaning of the word, providing examples other than the one 
used in the story, asking students to provide examples, and asking students to 
repeat the word. 
 Teachers will learn vocabulary extension activities based on newly presented 
words, including using appropriate questions and examples, asking students to 
make choices about newly learned words, and supporting students in creating 
examples using the words. 
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Assessment of Teacher Learning: 
 Teachers will be observed one time following Meeting 3. Observations will occur 
during one read-aloud session in teachers‟ classrooms. Observation data will 
focus on: 
o Definitions provided to students 
o Other supports provided to students regarding newly introduced word(s) 
 
Meeting 4 
Chapter 6*: Making the Most of Natural Contexts and Chapter 7: Enriching the Verbal 
Environment 
 
Learning Objectives: 
 Teachers will understand and be able to articulate the rationale for enriching the 
verbal environment. 
 Teachers will understand how to model for students how to use context to 
determine the meaning of unfamiliar words. 
 
Assessment of Teacher Learning: 
 Teachers will be observed two times following Meeting 4. The first observation 
will occur during a read-aloud. Observation data will focus on: 
o Word(s) chosen for instruction 
o Teacher modeling of using context to determine the meaning of unfamiliar 
word(s) 
 The second and third observations will occur during whole group instruction (e.g., 
one during morning meeting and one during content-area instruction, such as 
math). Observation data will focus on: 
o Tier 2 words used by the teacher 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
* Chapter 5 (Developing vocabulary in the later grades) was not discussed by study 
participants, as the material it contains did not apply to teachers in grades K-2.
   
APPENDIX D 
 
TEACHER COLLABORATION ASSESSMENT RUBRIC 
 
Dialogue Decision Making Action Evaluation 
6 
Agenda for team dialogue is 
preplanned, prioritized, and 
documented. All team 
members regularly meet face-
to-face. Dialogue is focused on 
the structured examination and 
analysis of instructional 
practice and student 
performance. Professional 
tension exists, and 
disagreements are resolved 
“now” or as close to now as 
possible. Members value and 
reaffirm their shared purpose 
to improve instructional 
practice and cultivate student 
learning. Members participate 
equally in dialogue. 
6 
Team regularly makes 
decisions about what 
individual and collective 
pedagogical practices 
they will initiate, 
maintain, develop, and/or 
discontinue. All 
decisions informed by 
dialogue. The process for 
making any decision is 
transparent and adhered 
to. Leadership/facilitators 
are purposefully selected 
and visible. Decisions are 
directly related to 
improvement of 
instructional practice and 
cultivation of student 
learning. 
6 
Each team member 
regularly initiates, 
maintains, develops, 
and/or discontinues an 
instructional practice as a 
result of team decision-
making. Team members‟ 
actions are coordinated 
and interdependent, 
pedagogically 
complex/challenging and 
directly related to the 
improvement of 
instructional practice and 
the cultivation of student 
learning. Equitable 
distribution of workload 
among team members. 
6 
The team regularly 
collects and analyzes 
qualitative and 
quantitative information 
about member teaching 
practices and student 
learning, including data 
collected through peer 
observation of 
classroom instruction. 
The team uses student 
data to evaluate the 
merit of individual and 
collective pedagogical 
practices. Evaluation 
data and findings are 
shared and form the 
basis for dialogue and 
decision-making. 
5 
5 5 5 
4 
Agenda for team dialogue 
exists, Most members 
regularly meet face-to-face. 
Process for dialogue is 
somewhat informal or 
unstructured. Discussion is 
usually related to instructional 
practice/student performance. 
4 
Team makes decisions 
about what pedagogical 
practices they will 
initiate, develop, and/or 
discontinue. Most 
decisions are informed 
by group dialogue; 
decision making process 
4 
Some team members will 
initiate, maintain, develop, 
and/or discontinue 
instructional practices as a 
result of team decision-
making. Team member 
actions are somewhat 
coordinated, 
4 
The team does not 
regularly collect and/or 
analyze qualitative and 
quantitative information 
about member teaching 
practice and student 
learning. The team may 
rely more on “hearsay,” 
9
3
 
 
4
8
 
   
3 
Professional tension exists; 
disagreements are rare; 
conflicts may go unresolved. 
Most members share a 
common purpose to improve 
instructional practice and 
student learning. For the most 
part members participate 
equally in dialogue.  
3 
is usually transparent. 
Team leadership exists, 
but may not be 
purposefully selected or 
visible. Decisions are 
generally related to 
instructional practice and 
student learning. 
3 
interdependent, and 
complex. Team actions 
are generally related to the 
improvement of 
instructional practice and 
the cultivation of student 
learning. Fairly equitable 
distribution of workload 
among team members. 
3 
“anecdotes,” or 
“recollections” to 
evaluate the merit of 
their practices. 
Evaluative information 
is usually shared 
publicly, and forms the 
basis for dialogue and 
decision-making. 
2 
Full attendance at team 
meetings is rare or the group 
meets face-to-face 
sporadically. Agenda for team 
dialogue is minimally planned. 
The process for dialogue is 
improvisational. Tension is 
said not to exist, disagreements 
go unresolved, and/or team 
members may air 
disagreements after the 
meeting. Some or most 
members do not value and/or 
hold disparate conceptions as 
to the purpose of the team 
2 
The team does not 
typically make decisions 
about pedagogical 
practices. Processes for 
making decisions are not 
purposeful, transparent, 
or do not exist. Decisions 
are minimally informed 
by group dialogue. 
Group leaders are not 
purposefully chosen. 
Most decisions are 
unrelated to the 
improvement of 
instructional practice and 
student learning. 
2 
Team members take 
minimal action as a result 
of team decision making. 
Member actions tend to be 
individualistic in nature, 
or involve very little 
challenge and/or 
complexity. Team actions 
are tangentially related to 
the improvement of 
instructional practice and 
the cultivation of student 
learning. Inequitable 
distribution of workload 
between team members. 
2 
Team members do not 
shrea evaluative data 
about the merits of their 
instructional practices 
with one another. The 
team does not 
systematically collect or 
analyze information 
about instructional 
practices and student 
learning. The team relies 
exclusively on 
anecdotes to form the 
basis of their dialogue 
and decision-making. 
1 1 1 1 
From: Gajda, R., & Koliba, C. (2008). Evaluating and improving the quality of teacher collaboration: A field-tested framework 
for secondary school leaders. NASSP Bulletin, 92, 133-153. 
9
4
 9
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APPENDIX E 
 
FOCUS GROUP INTERVIEW PROTOCOL 
Organization/School: 
Community of Practice: 
Date:             
Focus Group Participants: 
Focus Group Facilitator: 
 
Intro Questions: 
Please share your name and how you came to be a member of this CoP. 
Are there other members of this CoP who are not present at this time? 
What might this CoP be called? How is it referred to by its members? 
What is the central purpose of this group? 
 
In terms of dialogue/communication… 
What do you talk about? 
How often do you convene for dialogue? 
How is your dialogue structured/facilitated? 
Describe the interpersonal dynamics of the group. (Probe for level of interpersonal trust 
and problem solving.) 
What conflicts exist or have been worked through in this CoP? 
How might your dialogue be improved? 
 
In terms of decision making… 
To what extent does your group make decisions? 
What types of decisions do you typically make? 
What is your process for making decisions? (consensus, majority, one person, etc.) 
Do you have a group leader or leaders? 
Who is/are your group leaders? 
How might your decision making be improved? 
 
In terms of action taking… 
What types of actions result from the decisions that you make? 
What individual actions are taken? 
What group actions are taken? 
How might your action taking be improved? 
 
In terms of evaluation… 
What types of information do you gather? 
What type of evidence informs your dialogue and decision making? 
How do you determine whether and to what extent the actions you take are effective? 
How might your evaluation be improved? 
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Closing Questions: 
What accomplishments is this group most proud of? 
Is there anything that we haven‟t talked about here today that you believe is important to 
add? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
From: Gajda, R., & Koliba, C. (2007). Evaluating the imperative of intraorganizational 
collaboration: A school improvement perspective. American Journal of Evaluation, 28, 
26-44. 
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APPENDIX F 
 
ASSESSING WORDS’ INSTRUCTIONAL POTENTIAL RUBRIC 
 
Tier 1 
 Basic words that require little or no instructional attention to their meanings. 
 Words that students likely use in their expressive vocabularies. 
 Examples: baby, clock, happy 
 
Tier 2 
 High-frequency words for mature language users, found across a variety of 
domains. 
 Words a student may or may not have heard before but would likely not use 
regularly. 
 Words for which students understand the general concept but provide precision 
and specificity in describing the concept. 
 Examples: enthusiastic, wonderful, fortunate 
 
Tier 3 
 Words whose frequency of use is very low and often limited to specific domains. 
 Examples: isotope, peninsula, refinery 
 
 
Please rate whether the following words are Tier 2 words: 
 
Word 1 Yes No 
Word 2 Yes No 
Word 3 Yes No 
Word 4 Yes No 
Word 5 Yes No 
Word 6 Yes No 
Word 7 Yes No 
Word 8 Yes No 
Word 9 Yes No 
Word 10 Yes No 
… 
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APPENDIX G 
 
STUDENT-FRIENDLY DEFINITIONS RUBRIC 
A student-friendly definition of a word‟s meaning has two defining characteristics: 
 1. It characterizes the word and how it is typically used. 
 2. It explains the word‟s meaning in everyday language. 
 
Please use the following scale to rate the definitions of the given words on each of these 
criteria: 
 
 0 = does not satisfy either criterion 
 1 = satisfies at least one criterion 
 2 = satisfies both criteria 
 
Word: 
Context in which word was used: 
Definition given: 
The definition characterizes the word and how it is typically used. Yes No 
The definition explains the word‟s meaning in everyday language. Yes No 
Score 0 1 2 
 
Word: 
Context in which word was used: 
Definition given: 
The definition characterizes the word and how it is typically used. Yes No 
The definition explains the word‟s meaning in everyday language. Yes No 
Score 0 1 2 
 
Word: 
Context in which word was used: 
Definition given: 
The definition characterizes the word and how it is typically used. Yes No 
The definition explains the word‟s meaning in everyday language. Yes No 
Score 0 1 2 
 
Word: 
Context in which word was used: 
Definition given: 
The definition characterizes the word and how it is typically used. Yes No 
The definition explains the word‟s meaning in everyday language. Yes No 
Score 0 1 2 
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APPENDIX H 
 
INSTRUCTIONAL SEQUENCE RUBRIC 
From the following transcript, mark whether the teacher completed each of the steps in 
introducing the given word. 
 
Teacher: 
Date: 
Focus Word: 
Transcript: 
 
 
Step Yes No 
1. Contextualize the word 
Does the teacher read and/or paraphrase the text/context surrounding the 
unfamiliar word? 
  
2. Repeat the word 
Does the teacher repeat the word? 
  
3. Explain the word’s meaning 
Does the teacher provide an explanation of the word‟s meaning? 
  
4. Provide example(s) 
Does the teacher provide example(s) different from the initial context? 
  
5. Ask student(s) to provide example(s) 
Does the teacher ask one or more students to provide example(s) of the 
word‟s use? 
  
6. Ask students to repeat the word 
Does the teacher ask students to repeat the word? 
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APPENDIX I 
 
MODELING CONTEXT USE RUBRIC 
From the following transcript, mark whether the teacher completed each of the steps 
involved in modeling the use of context in figuring out the meaning of an unfamiliar 
word. 
 
Teacher: 
Date: 
Focus Word: 
Transcript: 
 
 Yes No 
Read/paraphrase 
Does the teacher read and/or paraphrase the text/context surrounding the 
unfamiliar word? 
  
Does the teacher emphasize the unfamiliar word while reading or 
paraphrasing? 
  
Establish meaning of the context 
Does the teacher ask the student(s) to consider the meaning of 
thecontext? 
  
Initial identification/rationale 
Does the teacher ask the student(s) to provide some sense of what the 
word might mean? 
  
Does the teacher ask the student(s) to provide a rationale for how the 
context supports the chosen meaning? 
  
Consider further possibilities 
Does the teacher ask the student(s) to consider other/additional meanings 
 for the word? 
  
Summarize 
Does the teacher summarize their discussion about the meaning of the 
word? 
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APPENDIX J 
 
ADDITIONAL VOCABULARY SUPPORTS CHECKLIST  
From the following transcript, mark whether the teacher used each of the additional 
vocabulary supports for students. 
 
Teacher: 
Date: 
Word(s): 
Transcript: 
 
 Yes No 
Questions, Reasons, and Examples 
Does the teacher ask students questions regarding the newly learned 
 word(s) such as:   
 If you are walking around a dark room, you need to do it 
cautiously. Why? What are some other things that need to be 
done cautiously? 
 What is something you could do to impress your teachers? Why? 
 Which of these things might be extraordinary: a shirt that was 
comfortable or a shirt that washed itself? Why? 
  
Making Choices 
Does the teacher ask students to decide whether examples fit the newly 
learned word(s), such as: 
 If any of the things I say might be examples of people clutching 
something, say “clutching.” If not don‟t say anything. 
o Holding on tightly to a purse 
o Holding fistful of money 
o Softly patting a cat‟s fur 
  
Relating Words 
Does the teacher use examples that relate more than one word 
      together, such as: 
 Using more than one newly learned word in a sentence 
  
One Context for All the Words 
Does the teacher use more than one newly learned word in the 
      same context, such as: 
 What might an immense plate of spaghetti look like? 
 Why might you feel miserable after eating all that spaghetti? 
 What would it look like to eat spaghetti in a leisurely way? 
  
Same Format 
Does the teacher provide examples that use more than one word 
      in the same format, such as: 
 Is imagine more like dreaming or sneezing? Why? 
 Is snarl something that a fish might do or a lion might do? Why? 
 Is grumpy a way you might feel or a way you might move? Why? 
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 Yes No 
Children Create Examples 
Does the teacher ask the student(s) to create examples using the 
      newly learned word(s), such as: 
 If there was an emergency at an amusement park, what might 
have happened? 
  
Other(s) 
Does the teacher provide other activities that support students‟ 
      learning of the new word(s)? 
If so, please describe: 
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APPENDIX K 
 
STUDENT VOCABULARY ASSESSMENTS 
Phase I 
Book: Honey… Honey… Lion! 
Author: Jan Brett 
Vocabulary words: waddle, muttering, dashed 
 
 Expressive Vocabulary Assessment Receptive Vocabulary Assessment 
Waddle 
p. 6 
1. What does waddle mean? 
2. Tell me anything else you know 
about the word waddle. 
1. If I waddle somewhere, will I get 
there quickly? 
2. When ducks waddle, do they 
take small steps? 
Muttering 
p. 17 
1. What does muttering mean? 
2. Tell me anything else you know 
about the word muttering. 
1. If someone is muttering, is it 
easy to hear them? 
2. Is muttering a kind of talking? 
Dashed 
p. 30 
1. What does dashed mean? 
2. Tell me anything else you know 
about the word dashed. 
1. If I dashed somewhere, did I get 
there slowly? 
2. Do people dash sometimes when 
they‟re in a hurry? 
 
Phase III 
Book: We’re Going on a Bear Hunt 
Author: Michael Rosen 
Vocabulary words: ooze, gloomy, stumble 
 
 Expressive Vocabulary Assessment Receptive Vocabulary Assessment 
Ooze 
p. 11 
1. What does ooze mean? 
2. Tell me anything else you know 
about the word ooze. 
1. Does mud ooze? 
2. If something is oozes, is it dry? 
Gloomy 
p. 23 
1. What does gloomy mean? 
2. Tell me anything else you know 
about the word gloomy. 
1. If something is gloomy, is it 
dark? 
2. Is the sun gloomy? 
Stumble 
p. 16, 28 
1. What does stumble mean? 
2. Tell me anything else you know 
about the word stumble. 
1. Do people sometimes fall or trip 
when they stumble? 
2. If I stumble, does that mean I‟m 
standing up really tall? 
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APPENDIX L 
 
WORD CONSCIOUSNESS OBSERVATION PROTOCOL 
 
Teacher: 
Date: 
 
Provide qualitative descriptions of instances of word consciousness observed in students. 
Number each individual instance. 
 
# Description Code(s) 
  
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
Word Consciousness Codes: 
1 - Students respond to questions about word meanings. 
2 - Students notice target words during instruction. 
3 - Students ask questions about word meanings during instruction. 
4 - Students bring up words previously learned. 
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APPENDIX M 
 
WORD CONSCIOUSNESS STUDENT SELF ASSESSMENT 
 
    I never feel this way. 
    I feel this way some of the time.   
  I feel this way all of the time. 
 
 
 
I like learning new words.       
 
I like using new words.       
 
Learning new words is boring.        
 
I am good at remembering what new words mean.       
 
I like when my teacher uses new words.      
 
I like finding or hearing new words in books.      
 
I am good at figuring out what new words mean.       
  
 
A new word I learned recently is: ______________________________________ 
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APPENDIX N 
 
SOCIAL VALIDITY SURVEY 
Name: 
Date: 
Grade Level: 
Number of years teaching: 
 
For each of the items below, please provide a 1 to 4 rating based on your participation 
in the study group. 
 
1 = strongly disagree    2 = disagree     3 = agree 4 = strongly agree 
 
The issues we explored were relevant to my teaching. 1 2 3 4 
 
I had adequate opportunities to explore the theory and 
supporting research. 1 2 3 4
  
 
The topics we covered addressed an important need. 1 2 3 4 
 
My time was well spent in this study group. 1 2 3 4 
 
Participating in this study group enhanced my understanding 
of vocabulary instruction.  1 2 3 4 
 
I am able to apply what I learned in the study group in my 
classroom.  1 2 3 4 
 
The study group facilitator was knowledgeable about the 
topics addressed. 1 2 3 4 
 
The study group facilitator was helpful. 1 2 3 4 
 
Using the book Bringing Words to Life enhanced my learning. 1 2 3 4 
 
The goals and objectives of the study group were clearly 
specified.  1 2 3 4 
 
We used our time effectively and efficiently in the study group. 1 2 3 4 
 
I had sufficient time to engage in the various tasks associated 
with study group participation.  1 2 3 4 
 
I enjoyed collaborating with my colleagues. 1 2 3 4 
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Working with colleagues enhanced my understanding of the 
concepts covered in the study group.  1 2 3 4 
 
Working with colleagues enhanced my use of the concepts 
covered in the study group.  1 2 3 4 
 
16. Students in my class learned more vocabulary as a result 
of my participation in the study group.  1 2 3 4 
 
 
Please write a brief comment for each of the following questions: 
 
 
Did participation in the study group further your professional goals? If so, how? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
What were the most useful aspects of the study group? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
What changes or improvements in the study group would you suggest? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
How will you use/have you used what you learned in the study group to improve 
student learning? 
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APPENDIX O 
 
RANKS 
Receptive vocabulary assessments: Ranks 
  N Mean 
Rank 
Sum of 
Ranks 
Group 1 
Wilson Phase III-Phase I 
Negative Ranks 5
a
 3.30 16.50 
Positive Ranks 2
b
 5.75 11.50 
Ties 0
c
   
Total 7   
Webster Phase III-Phase I 
Negative Ranks 0
 a
 .00 .00 
Positive Ranks 3
 b
 2.00 6.00 
Ties 0
 c
   
Total 3   
Chase Phase III-Phase I 
Negative Ranks 9
 a
 8.94 80.50 
Positive Ranks 7
 b
 7.93 55.50 
Ties 1
 c
   
Total 17   
Matthis Phase III-Phase I 
Negative Ranks 1
 a
 3.00 3.00 
Positive Ranks 9
 b
 5.78 52.00 
Ties 3
 c
   
Totals 13   
Group 2 
Castor Phase III-Phase I 
Negative Ranks 5
a
 4.80 24.00 
Positive Ranks 2
b
 2.00 4.00 
Ties 2
c
   
Total 9   
Spencer Phase III-Phase I 
Negative Ranks 3
 a
 2.00 6.00 
Positive Ranks 3
 b
 5.00 15.00 
Ties 0
 c
   
Total 6   
Schieffer Phase III-Phase 
I 
Negative Ranks 3
 a
 7.83 23.50 
Positive Ranks 12
b
 8.04 96.50 
Ties 4
 c
   
Total 19   
Reese Phase III-Phase I 
Negative Ranks 3
 a
 5.00 15.00 
Positive Ranks 3
 b
 2.00 6.00 
Ties 1
 c
   
Totals 7   
a. Phase III < Phase I 
b. Phase I > Phase III 
c. Phase III = Phase I 
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Expressive vocabulary assessments: Ranks 
  N Mean 
Rank 
Sum of 
Ranks 
Group 1 
Wilson Phase III-Phase I 
Negative Ranks 2
a
 4.00 8.00 
Positive Ranks 4
b
 3.25 13.00 
Ties 1
c 
  
Total 7   
Webster Phase III-Phase I 
Negative Ranks 1
a
 1.50 1.50 
Positive Ranks 1
b
 1.50 1.50 
Ties 1
 c
   
Total 3
 
   
Chase Phase III-Phase I 
Negative Ranks 3
 a
 8.17 24.50 
Positive Ranks 10
 b
 6.65 66.50 
Ties 4
 c
   
Total 17   
Matthis Phase III-Phase I 
Negative Ranks 2
 a
 3.00 6.00 
Positive Ranks 7
 b
 5.57 39.00 
Ties 4
 c
   
Totals 13   
Group 2 
Castor Phase III-Phase I 
Negative Ranks 3
a
 4.33 13.00 
Positive Ranks 4
b
 3.75 15.00 
Ties 2
c
   
Total 9   
Spencer Phase III-Phase I 
Negative Ranks 2
 a
 3.25 6.50 
Positive Ranks 3
 b
 2.83 8.50 
Ties 1
 c
   
Total 3
6
   
Schieffer Phase III-Phase 
I 
Negative Ranks 4
 a
 3.50 14.00 
Positive Ranks 6
 b
 6.83 41.00 
Ties 9
 c
   
Total 19   
Reese Phase III-Phase I 
Negative Ranks 3
 a
 3.00 9.00 
Positive Ranks 2
 b
 3.00 6.00 
Ties 2
 c
   
Totals 7s   
a. Phase III < Phase I 
b. Phase I > Phase III 
c. Phase III = Phase I 
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Word consciousness self-assessments: Ranks 
  N Mean 
Rank 
Sum of 
Ranks 
Group 1 
Wilson Phase III-Phase I 
Negative Ranks 1
a
 4.00 4.00 
Positive Ranks 4
b
 2.75 11.00 
Ties 2
c 
  
Total 7   
Webster Phase III-Phase I 
Negative Ranks 0
a
 .00 .00 
Positive Ranks 3
b
 2.00 6.00 
Ties 0
 c
   
Total 3
 
   
Chase Phase III-Phase I 
Negative Ranks 5
 a
 5.60 28.00 
Positive Ranks 10
 b
 9.20 92.00 
Ties 2
c
   
Total 17   
Matthis Phase III-Phase I 
Negative Ranks 1
 a
 8.00 8.00 
Positive Ranks 11
 b
 6.36 70.00 
Ties 1
 c
   
Totals 13   
Group 2 
Castor Phase III-Phase I 
Negative Ranks 5
a
 3.70 18.50 
Positive Ranks 1
b
 2.50 2.50 
Ties 3
c
   
Total 9   
Spencer Phase III-Phase I 
Negative Ranks 3
 a
 2.33 7.00 
Positive Ranks 1
 b
 3.00 3.00 
Ties 2
 c
   
Total 3
6
   
Schieffer Phase III-Phase 
I 
Negative Ranks 6
 a
 7.42 44.50 
Positive Ranks 9
 b
 8.39 75.50 
Ties 4
 c
   
Total 19   
Reese Phase III-Phase I 
Negative Ranks 2
 a
 2.25 4.50 
Positive Ranks 1
 b
 1.50 1.50 
Ties 4
 c
   
Totals 7s   
a. Phase III < Phase I 
b. Phase I > Phase III 
c. Phase III = Phase I 
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